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INTERSTATE CONFLICT MANAGEMENT 
IN SOUTH AMERICA:  
NEW PROSPECTS FOR REGIONAL 
ORGANISATIONS? 
 
 
 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Saturday 1st March, 2008 
 
At 00:25hrs, the Phoenix Mission (Operación Fénix) started. A joint operation performed 
by the Colombian Armed Forces against las Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de 
Colombia – FARC1was conducted. The objective was to “bring” its spokesman and 
second in command Luis Edgar Devia Silva, alias ‘Raúl Reyes’. Even though the 
Colombian intelligence found him outside the Colombian territory, the plan went ahead. 
After bombing a FARC’s camp in Angostura, Sucumbíos (an Ecuadorian province 
located at 1,800 meters from the Ecuadorian-Colombian border), Raúl Reyes was dead.  
 
Once the operation was over, the Colombian president Álvaro Uribe Vélez called Rafael 
Correa Delgado, president of Ecuador, to let him know that a confrontation between the 
Colombian Armed Forces and FARC, which started in Colombian territory2, continued, 
and ended, in Ecuadorian territory. This information was also conveyed by the heads of 
                                                             
1 Or Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia in English. 
2 It is important to mention that there are different versions regarding the facts that happened 
that day (Comando General Fuerzas Armadas de Colombia 2009; Espalier 2008; Kahhat 2008). In 
order to avoid partiality, the contested facts are based on the report made by the OAS’ especial 
commission (Informe de la Comisión de la OEA que visitó Ecuador y Colombia 2008) created to 
gather the information regarding the events that were the cause of the dispute between Ecuador 
and Colombia in 2008. This document was presented by the commission on the 25th OAS 
Consultation Meeting of Ministries of Foreign Affairs on 17 March 2008. 
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the Colombian Armed Forces that were involved in the mission to their Ecuadorian 
counterparts.    
 
The attack took the life of Raúl Reyes and seventeen more people, as it was corroborated 
later on by the Colombian Armed Forces at their arrival to the area by helicopters with 
the purpose of accomplishing the mission’s objective: to bring Raúl Reyes(or his body). 
The Colombian incursion in the Ecuadorian territory was done without previous 
authorization by Ecuadorian authorities. In doing this, Colombia violated the integrity 
of the Ecuadorian territory and its sovereignty. Hence, by the time the Phoenix Mission 
(Operación Fénix) was over, a new crisis in South America began. 
 
As a citizen from South American, I have read in the newspapers about several conflicts 
similar to the one described above, each with its own particularities. Thus, I found 
interesting that some scholars have labelled South America as one of the most peaceful 
areas in the world since the twentieth century based on the fact that the region only faced 
two interstate wars3 and that South American states opted, and still do, for peaceful 
settlement of their disputes (Holsti 1996; Kacowicz 1998; Diehl 2008; Milet 2011; 
Battaglino 2012).  
 
South America is neither totally peaceful nor completely violent. In fact, South America 
is a mix of these two categories. Unfortunately, as Battaglino argues, “[t]he study of peace 
zones in South America emerged in the early 1990s and was largely influenced by the 
traditional distinction between zones of negative and positive peace.” (Battaglino 
2012:134).  
 
From Battaglino’s perspective, the democratization processes, the existence of new 
regional institutions, and economic interlinkages have increased in Latin America since 
the early 1990s (particularly in South America), which are characteristics of positive 
peace. Nevertheless, interstate disputes in the region still occur until the point that the 
use of force is not discarded by the conflicting parties, a characteristic linked to negative 
peace. The coexistence of these two types of peace seems to be incompatible with the pre-
existent theories. Hence, in order to address this vacuum, Battaglino develops a new 
                                                             
3 The two conflicts that are categorized as war for some scholars are the Chaco War between Bolivia 
and Paraguay in 1932-1935 and the Ecuadorian-Peruvian brief war of 1941).  
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category for peace, which he applies to the analysis in South America. He names this new 
category: hybrid peace (Battaglino 2012). 
 
I agree with Battaglino’s approach. In my opinion, this new category – hybrid peace – is 
suitable for all Latin America4, although with different degrees.  Both, Central America 
and South America have experienced domestic and interstate conflicts. For example, some 
Central American countries have struggled with intrastate conflicts such as terrorism, 
domestic conflict and violence from organized crime; as it has been the case in some 
countries in South America. Likewise, interstate disputes have been in the news as in the 
cases of Nicaragua – Honduras in 1999 and Belize – Guatemala in 2000, in Central 
America; and Colombia – Ecuador in 2008 5 , Peru – Ecuador in 1998, Colombia – 
Venezuela in 2010, in South America, just to mention a few. 
 
This analogy, however, should not lead to an early conclusion that Latin America is a 
homogenous region. Not only countries have their own particularities, but these two 
geographical areas – Central and South America – have some clear distinctions.  
 
Pastor (1992) explains these differences based on issues such as their links to the United 
States. According to him, the influence of the United States on the international agenda 
of South American countries has been lower than in the case of Central American 
countries. As a consequence, South American states are much more conscious of their own 
intraregional rivalries (Pastor 1992:24).  
 
South America, when compared to Central America, shows a higher level of economic, 
cultural, and political relation with others regions in the world. There has been a clear 
openness towards Europe during the XX century, and South America expanded its 
horizons towards Middle East, Asia and Africa with political dialogue mechanisms and 
economic integration processes such as the South American – Arab Countries Forum 
(ASPA), the participation of some countries in APEC, the importance given to the Forum 
for East Asia-Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC), and the Africa- South America 
Cooperation Forum (ASA). 
 
                                                             
4 Plus Mexico, a North American country. 
5 Mentioned at the beginning of this introduction. 
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In comparison, the relations of Central America have been focalized in the United States, 
Mexico, South America, the Caribbean and the European Union, and to a lesser extent 
with Asia, particularly with China, Taiwan and Singapore through free trade agreements 
(Beteta 2013).  
 
According to Holsti (1996), South America also displays another characteristic unique for 
the region: its legalistic diplomatic culture. Although the foundations are in the Spanish 
and Portuguese traditions, South America has taken the legalistic approach to a different 
level in which “there is a tradition and sense of gaining honour by meeting legal 
obligations” (Holsti 1996:170).   
 
Furthermore, South American countries have developed norms through theory and 
practice that have enriched the field of international relations and international law6. 
Kacowicz (1998) particularly highlights the role of South America on techniques for the 
peaceful settlement of interstate disputes within the region rather than the use of force 
among them; building a solid normative consensus that has been crystalized in legal 
instruments (Kacowicz 1998:102), and, in my opinion, in regional institutions. 
 
The predominance of normative or legalistic diplomacy seems to be one of the key 
elements to understand why South America countries prefer alternative ways to solve 
their differences other than the use of force. As Kacowicz puts it, “(…) in South America 
there has been an inclination to deal with international disputes rather than to fight over 
them.” (Kacowicz 1998:69). This could imply direct diplomatic negotiations, the presence 
of a mediator, the participation of regional organisations, and the agreement to bring the 
dispute to the International Court of Justice.  
 
From the alternatives listed before, regional organisations are an appealing one due to 
the affinity between the countries involved in the conflict and this kind of organization. 
At this point, it’s worthy to recall that regional organizations are conformed by a group of 
states united with a particular purpose codified in an international instrument, for 
example a constitutive agreement or a presidential declaration.  
 
                                                             
6 Just to mention a few of examples: the seed of regional autonomy since the independence from 
Spain and the Bolivarianism thought, the doctrine of uti posidetis juris, the Calvo Doctrine, the 
Drago Doctrine, and Political Asylum. (Klabbers 2013; Acharya 2011; Kacowicz 1998; Asylum case 
(Colombia/Peru) 1950) 
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Member states of regional organizations usually have also strong interlinkages such as 
cultural, political, economic, and others. This creates opportunities for the regional 
organization but also challenges. Zartman (2002) points out that in the regional 
organization can face a difficult situation in the management of a dispute between state 
members, particularly if the conflicting parties request other state members to take sides, 
and if not, “whether to bid the organization to sit it out on the side-lines in safe neutrality 
or to intervene as a mediator.”(Zartman 2002:80). 
 
In spite of the above, regional organizations have been active in conflict management. 
According to Lund, mechanisms such as special envoys, observer missions, and diplomatic 
channels used by regional organizations have play a role in deescalating tensions of 
military interstate disputes around the world (Lund 1996:6-7). 
 
A group of scholars from the Pennsylvania State University compiled a dataset of 
militarized interstates disputes from 1816 to 2010 around the world7. This provides a good 
opportunity to test if regional organizations in South America have played a role in 
conflict management in the region. Furthermore, this paper aims to look for the success 
factors for regional organizations in militarized intestate conflict management in South 
America between 1990 and 20108.  
 
I will argue that it is not the mere existence of the regional organizations but the level of 
engagement of authorities and reaction time of state members of the regional 
organizations, together with the geographical scope, which constitute the key factors for 
the success of regional organizations in conflict management in South America.  
 
There is not a wide range of literature on this topic. Most literature in English on the role 
of regional organizations in South America refers mainly to economic integration 
(Kaltenhaler and Mora, 2002; Hixson, 2011; Lemaitre, 2015).9 Some authors writing in 
English that have addressed the topic of conflict management in the region could have 
                                                             
7 Although the authors use the term dispute, I will use indistinctively the term dispute and conflict 
along this paper. Some scholars might have a different approach, but it does not seem to be a 
common ground for the differences between these two terms. 
8 The use of 1990 as a starting point is based on the use of the democratic regime as common ground 
for South America as it will be explained later on. 
9 It is important to mention that there is also literature available in the analysis of intrastate and 
interstate conflicts within Latin America, which as its main point of analysis the conflicting parties 
instead of the third parties that mediate the conflict (Einauidi 1999; Bodemer, Kurtenbach and 
Meschkat 2001; Williamson 2006; Burt and Mauceri 2004). 
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the perspective of outsiders (Miller 2007; Bodemer et al 2001; Holsti 1996; Kacowicz 
1998).  Hence, I will complement the literature on the region with South American 
scholars and their texts in English, Spanish, and Portuguese (Tavares 2014; Riggirozzi 
2012, 2015; Battaglino 2012; Kahhat 2008; Varas 1989).  
 
Nonetheless, some facts might not be accurately reflected in the literature. Therefore, I 
will use discourse analysis when possible to identify the different mechanisms used in 
interstate conflict management by regional organisations and their approach. 
Additionally, I will interview South American trained diplomats10 in order to have a more 
comprehensive approach to the South American reality and conflict management 
mechanisms in the region.  
 
In the following pages, I will make a review of selected literature on the role of non-state 
actors in conflict management; the role of international organizations; the different types 
of organisations intervening at the regional level; and, on dispute management in South 
America. In the theoretical section I will make a brief reference to the theories which will 
be used as the basis of the formulation of my hypothesis such as neorealism, norm 
subsidiarity, regionalism, and disputes management.  In the methodology section, I will 
justify the selection of the population, the time framework, the operationalization of the 
variables, the case selection, the data collection, the use of discourse analysis and 
interviewing, and highlight the limitations of this research. All the previous steps will 
allow me to continue with the analysis and the discussion of selected cases, after which I 
will be able to draw some conclusions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                             
10  Due to the nature of their career, trained diplomats – as opposed to diplomats appointed by 
political decision - are involved in regional organization conflict management from a broader and 
long term perspective (at bilateral and multilateral levels, or as advisors in the decision-making 
process). Hence, the viewpoint of a trained diplomat with experience in conflict management and 
regional organisations can provide an insightful perspective to this research. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 THE ROLE OF NON-STATE ACTORS IN CONFLICT MANAGEMENT 
Several authors have stressed the relevance of non-state actors since the end of the Cold 
War. For scholars such as Aall (2007) this situation diverges from the scenario seen during 
the Cold War period, in which the international sphere was dominated by the 
confrontation between the United Stated and the former URSS, and the role of the United 
Nations at a global scope. This view is supported by other scholars such as Kriesberg 
(2007) and Brown (2007) who argue that non-state actors such as individuals, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), and international and regional organisations have 
become more active in addressing conflicts and tensions around the world.  
 
In the case of individuals, according to those authors, these are not government officials 
or political incumbents. Their approach is the one of a civilian and not of an official 
representatives. Nevertheless, as Bercovitch (2002) clarifies, these individuals are not 
ordinary citizens but are individuals that are publicly recognised by their previous role in 
a high-ranking positions, are internationally or regionally well-known, and/or have a 
large reputation due to their expertise; like Betty Bigombe, Martti Ahtisaari, and Jimmy 
Carter to mention a few. These last two individuals took a step forward and founded non-
governmental organisations such as the Crisis Management Initiative (CMI) and the 
Carter Center, respectively.11  
 
Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) also have had an important contribution to 
international conflict management, some of them with a long tradition. Greig and Diehl 
(2012) mention a few examples like the intervention of the Catholic Church in the conflict 
of the Beagle Channel; the International Red Cross in the Dominican Republic; and 
smaller religious groups such as the Quakers in Sri Lanka. Lund (1996) has also stressed 
their contribution to conflict management and prevention citing Macedonia and Burundi 
as examples. 
 
                                                             
11 An interesting initiative related with conflict management, with a tendency to domestic level 
issues, is World Leadership Alliance-Club de Madrid. This alliance is formed by democratic former 
presidents and prime ministers from around the world. Their purpose is to help in addressing 
issues of national democratic government, transnational governance and collective action on issues 
of the global commons.  
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Kriesberg (2007) has analysed the impact of NGOs in conflict management and stressed 
their leverage based on their knowledge and expertise in the area and/or the region. Lund 
(1996) reinforces this view by arguing that through “tract-two” diplomacy, NGOs 
sometimes are able to perform where governments cannot or do not want to intervene, 
becoming in this way significant partners for governments and international 
organisations.  
 
On the flip side, however, Kriesberg (2007) notes that the mushrooming of NGOs also 
creates problems of competition, redundancy, and confusion. In addition to this, NGOs 
might also face problems of autonomy as some of them become more dependent on funding 
by national governments and international organisations. In addition to this, Aall (2007) 
points to the fact that NGOs lack the capacity of enforcement and, hence, cannot offer the 
international legitimacy that International or regional organisations can. 
2.2 THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS IN CONFLICT 
MANAGEMENT 
After states, international organisations (IOs) are the parties that get more involved in 
conflict management than other third-party actors. This is at least the view of Greig and 
Diehl (2012). The authors highlight three main aspects that have an influence on the 
prioritization of IOs’ interests in conflict management: their governing structure, the 
distribution of power of the state members, and the level of variation in their interests 
and aims for a specific conflict (Greig and Diehl 2012:90-91).  
 
Vuković (2015), on the other hand, considers that although state members have their own 
interests, they must abide by the rules and common interests 12  established in the 
constitutive agreement of the organization. In his words, “the channelling and balancing 
process by which the diverging interests of member states are consolidated and the norms 
and values that are recognized as commonly share and promoted by the same member-
states.”(Vuković 2015:21). 
 
                                                             
12  These interests are usually linked with the organization´s purposes (like the World Trade 
Organization – WTO regarding the global rules of trade between nations or the Organization for 
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons – OPCW on ensuring the implementations of the provisions 
established in the Chemical Weapons Convention) . 
12 
 
If states find a curb to their interests in the constitutive agreement, the international 
organization also finds its limits in the same instrument, as Vuković (2015) asserts. In 
fact, the constitutive agreement sets the main purposes of the organization from which it 
cannot deviate, leaving to the state members the faculty of interpretation of this treaty 
whenever necessary. 
 
Most authors (Van Langenhove et al 2012; Wallensteen 2015; Liden 2015) refer to the 
United Nations as the prime international organization in conflict management. After the 
Second World War, and the unprosperous role of the League of Nations, the UN was 
created with the purpose to avoid a new war at a global scale; to maintain international 
peace and security; to develop friendly relations among nations; to achieve international 
cooperation in solving international problems; and, to be a centre for harmonizing the 
actions of nations in the attainment of these common ends (UN Charter 1945). Grieg and 
Diehl (2012) point out that during its first years of existence, the UN was involved in 
nearly half of the cases where conflict management was required around the world13. 
However, as the authors note, its role has been decreasing in the last decades (Greig and 
Diehl 2012:68)14.  
 
Aall (2007) gives some hints that can explain why this role has faded, to certain extent, 
in global politics. One of the limitations of the UN is that it cannot authorize the use of 
force against a country or a non-state actor “without the consent and active involvement 
of the Security Council, a rare circumstance, given the different national interests of the 
Security Council members.” (Aall 2007:480). In fact, Mingst and Karns (2007) believe that 
the veto power of the five permanent members of the Security Council (P-5) set limits from 
the outset to the capacity of the UN as an international organization. 
 
An example of this can be seen in the role of the UN during the conflict in the Balkans. 
The failure of the UN to de-escalate the conflict in the Balkans and the later intervention 
of NATO powers in the area, has been widely refer to in literature. ON this point, 
                                                             
13 For example, United Nations was part of 49% of all the mediation attempts that were happening 
in the 1940s – 1950s (Greig and Diehl 2012:68). 
14 According to Greig and Diehl (2012), UN’s actions have dropped until reaching an average of 
about 34% of mediation attempts in the 1990s (Greig and Diehl 2012:68). This fact made me 
wonder, and leave the door open for future research, if after some years, organisations, 
international and/or regional organisations, could become less attractive for conflicting parties as 
third parties in conflict management? And which are the factors that reduce their engagements in 
conflict resolution? 
13 
 
journalist Shawcross (2000) summarizes this view as follows: “In starting the war, the 
NATO powers – the most powerful members of the international community – largely cut 
the UN out of the process. Then, at the end of the war, after NATO has succeeded in 
expelling Serbian forces from Kosovo, the UN was handled the responsibility of 
administering the shattered province, and American officials soon began to say that if it 
failed, it would never be entrusted with any major task again.” (Shawcross 2000:325). 
 
In spite of this limitation, Aall (2007) offers some reasons of why the UN is still an 
attractive international actor for conflict management. She highlights UN’s expertise in 
mediation acquired along its existence, and its capacity to offer legitimacy to the parties 
in conflict. According to her, those tools can be used for enabling the negotiations between 
conflicting parties. Zartman’s perspective (2002) reinforces this point by arguing that 
international organisations – like the UN – can be an attractive option for conflict 
management because of the large pool of actors engaged within the organization from 
which the conflicting parties can find support to their positions.  
2.3 CONFLICT MANAGEMENT AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL 
In his article “Norms Subsidiarity and Regional Orders: Sovereignty, Regionalism, and 
Rule-Making in the Third World”, Acharya quotes a Latin American delegate who 
attended the San Francisco Conference in 1945 in the following terms: “inserting the 
inter-American system into the [UN] Carter (…) was a question of safeguarding a whole 
tradition which was dear to our continent (…) and a very active one” (Acharya 2011:114). 
This quote allows him to underline the role of Latin America in the recognition of the 
contribution of regional organisations to conflict management.  
 
In fact, as Diehl (2007) recalls, the role of regional organisations in international peace 
and security is clearly recognized in Article 52 of the UN Charter. However, he also points 
out that their role is limited by two factors: geographical scope, and subordination to the 
UN Security Council. The author asserts that during the Cold War era, regional 
organisations did not have a predominant role due to their “underdevelopment” rather 
than because of the limitations indicated before. This situation changed with the end of 
the Cold War with a more active role of regional organisations in conflict management, 
sometimes as primary reference point.   
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At this point, it seems important to make a distinction between regional integration 
organisations and regional organisations. Best and Christiansen (2014) division of 
regional organisations between “integration” and “cooperation” can help on this 
endeavour. For the authors, regional integration “refers to processes by which states go 
beyond the removal of obstacles to interaction between their countries and create a 
regional space subject to some distinct common rules.” (Best and Christiansen 2014:402). 
This category deals mainly with economic goals and can have different levels which 
Balassa (1976) summarized as: free trade agreement, customs union, common market, 
economic union, and complete economic integration15.     
 
Regional cooperation, on the other hand, can take different forms and can be specific for 
different areas such as transport, energy, and health, just to mention a few. Cooperation 
in regional security policy would also fall in this category and are the organisations 
dealing with this cooperation, which are relevant for this paper. 
 
It should be noted that the emphasis in cooperation in regional organisations derives from 
the fact that chapter VII from the UN Charter, although acknowledges the relevance of 
regional organizations in conflict management, preserves the power of the Security 
Council with regard to the use of force (Mingst and Karns 2007:498). Hence, the 
cooperation within regional organisations regarding [militarized] conflict management16 
materialized through diplomatic efforts such as prevention, mitigation, and resolution of 
conflicts as Diehl (2007) points out. In some cases, as this author adds, regional 
organisations may also act as guarantors in the implementation of a peace agreement 
and/or provide incentives to reach an agreement (Diehl 2007:536). 
 
It has been clearly established, as mentioned before, that regional organisations have a 
limitation on the scope of their intervention in conflict management due to their 
subordination to the UN Security Council. In addition to this, Diehl (2007) identifies two 
further weaknesses of regional organisations when compared to the UN. First, regional 
organisations can have little control over external threats due to geographical scope 
inherent to their nature. And, second, regional powers can have a strong influence in 
regional organisations which could be diluted in international organisations. 
                                                             
15 The Andean Community, MERCOSUR, CARICOM, Pacific Alliance and SICA fall in at least one 
of these categories in Latin America. 
16 The brackets are mine.  
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Nonetheless, Diehl (2007) also highlights some advantages of regional organization with 
regard to the UN in regional conflict management17. First, there is a higher probability of 
consensus among the states members because of the lack of veto power like it is the case 
of the 5-P at the UN Security Council18. Second, the affinity that state members have at 
a regional level can be higher than at the international-global level, although this can also 
lead to bring regional rivalries or mistrust to the core of the organization19. And, third, 
regional organisations might have a higher interest in solving the conflict due to the 
implications this could have for the rest of the region20.  
2.4 LITERATURE ON CONFLICT MANAGEMENT IN SOUTH AMERICA 
Many authors have written about conflict management in Latin America but in most 
cases there are focus on specific conflicts, predominantly in Central America. For example, 
the negotiation of the peace process in El Salvador and Guatemala has been widely 
documented by scholars, politicians, and diplomats that intervened in those processes. 
Others, have focused on other sources of conflict such as organized crime, drug trafficking, 
and terrorism. However, these are mainly situations of internal conflict (Medrano 2009; 
Boersner 1996; Vargas 2004; Gutierrez & Ramirez 2004; Bodemer 2001).  
 
Available literature on interstate conflicts also refer, in most cases, to specific conflicts 
such as border disputes between Ecuador and Peru, Chile and Argentina, Bolivia and 
Chile, Peru and Chile, just to mention a few. (Einauidi 1999; Bodemer et al 2001; 
Williamson 2006; Burt and Mauceri 2004; among others). 
 
Those scholars that made an attempt to analyse the South American region as a whole, 
have focused mainly in economic integration organisations (Riggirozzi, 2012; Kaltenhaler 
and Mora, 2002; Hixson, 2011; Lemaitre, 2015; and others). Only a few have addressed 
                                                             
17 Andres Serbin (2011) also mentions some arguments regarding the advantages that regional 
organisations have for conflict management and crisis management than the UN, which are 
similar to the ones described by Diehl (2008). (Serbin 2011:19-20).  
18 It is important to point out that animosity and/or divisions can be presented at the regional 
organisations’ decision-making level on regards conflict management. 
19 The author mentions as example that an OAS operation led by the United States might have 
less legitimacy than a UN force (Diehl 2007:541).  
20 A conflict in the region can have a spill over effect or contagion which could make the conflict 
more acute and difficult to handle. 
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the topic of peace and security cooperation in South America, although most from a 
perspective of an outsider (Miller 2007; Bodemer et al 2001; Holsti 1996; Kacowicz 1998).  
 
One of the problems identified in the works of Holsti, Kacowicz and other authors from 
outside the South 
 
American region is that they tend to process the information under the lenses of their own 
experiences and regions. For example, they might be bias by their knowledge on conflicts 
in Europe during the XX century when trying to understand the evolution of conflicts in 
South America. As a result, they could reach the wrong conclusion about the real intensity 
of the conflict which, in some cases, could have been active for so long that they become 
intractable. 
 
There is no doubt that the studies conducted by those scholars are still valuable. However, 
to reduce the bias, it is important to incorporate the writings of South American authors 
such as Tavares 2014; Riggirozzi 2012, 2015; Battaglino 2012; Kahhat 2008; Serbin 2011; 
Portales 2013. The fact that their publications are not necessarily in English (for example 
some of Kahhat’s works are in Spanish, and Portales’ article is in Portuguese) have led 
sometimes to ignore their existence despite the relevance of their contribution. 
 
These South American authors provide a perspective based on their deep insight of the 
region when analysing the role of regional organisations, bearing in mind the historical 
and cultural complexities that could be hidden to the external observer. For example, 
Portales (2013) argues that “[t]o understand regional multilateralism, we must examine 
what shape the bodies or entities; around themes that is organized; and how the 
transformations of the post-September 11, 2001 international system - linked to domestic 
socio-political changes - influence its evolution.”21 (Portales 2013:204) 
 
To exemplify the different approach between regional and non-regional authors, we can 
refer to the argument of Kacowicz in the sense that “[u]nlike other areas of the developing 
world, South America has been one of the most harmonious regions in terms of absence 
of international wars” (Kacowicz 1998: 68). This opinion contrasts with Battaglino’s 
                                                             
21 Original Portuguese passage: “Para entender o multilateralismo regional, devemos examinar que 
organismos ou entidades o configuram; em torno de que temas se organiza; e como as transformações 
do sistema internacional pós-11 de setembro de 2001 – associadas às mudanças sociopolíticas 
domésticas – condicionam sua evolução.” (Portales 2013:204) 
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viewpoint that “the probability of a war among the most powerful South American 
countries was not only high but, to a large extent, imminent" (Battaglino 2012: 141). 
 
Understanding the region under the traditional scope of positive and negative peace, can 
also lead to confusion in the assessment of interstate conflicts and the role of regional 
organisations in conflict management in South America. It is not the purpose of this paper 
to go deep into this debate, but it should be noted that the particularities of the region has 
led to the definition of a new category labelled as “hybrid peace” by the Argentinian author 
Battaglino (2012), which underlines the complexities faced in the analysis of the conflicts 
in South America.  
 
Finally, from the literature review it could be said that scholars have worked on different 
theoretical frameworks and have applied and contrast that knowledge with the South 
American reality; however, their work has not explicitly involved the South American 
practitioner perspective 22 . This can be because papers written by South American 
practitioners are not easy to access, as they are usually part of journals published in 
limited numbers and in Spanish. As a consequence, and to have a more comprehensive 
point of view, I will include the perspective of trained South American diplomats to this 
analysis. 
 
For these reasons, this research will use available literature in Europe, but also South 
American authors and interviews with trained South American diplomats. 
 
 
  
                                                             
22 Some practitioners, like Henrique Cardoso (2011) or Luigi Einaudi (1999), have written from their experience 
in international relations and politics; however, these cases are most the exception than the rule.  
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3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
In the following lines I will make a brief summary of the most relevant theories that have 
been used for the analysis of the success factors of regional organisations in conflict 
management in South America. By doing this, this section outlines the perspective of the 
author and provides elements for the definition of the hypothesis, as it will be described 
later on. 
3.1 INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS PERSPECTIVE: NEOREALISM VS. 
OTHER ALTERNATIVE THEORIES 
In his article “New Roles for Regional Organisations”, Paul Diehl asserts that “The OAS 
has been unable to mount any effective operational action that is not supported by the 
United States.” (Diehl 2008:543). It is difficult to find evidence against Diehl’s statement. 
In fact, Latin American history shows that the role of the United States (US) has been a 
corner stone in the regional political development, sometimes as direct actor and 
sometimes as the hegemon that Latin American countries tried to marginalize. 
 
In cases where the US has been “neutralized”, other regional powers have managed to 
exert their influence such as in the case of Mexico in Central America and Brazil in South 
America. In recent years, Venezuela has also emerged as leader and hegemon within an 
ideological block in Latin America named Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our 
America (ALBA).  
 
From the above, it seems reasonable to argue that in the global debate about the role of 
organisations in international relations, Latin America tend to incline the scale in favour 
of neorealism. Therefore, in the following lines I will make a brief review of the neorealist 
theory and contrast its arguments against other theories.   
 
To understand neorealism, we need to begin by referring to the fundamentals of realism. 
Dunne and Schmidt (2014) point out that for realist scholars, this line of thought has 
ancient roots starting by Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Rousseau.  
 
Thucydides is regarded by many as the father of classical realism. In his book “The 
Peloponnesian War”, he described the political struggle between Athens and Sparta, two 
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great powers of the Ancient Greek World. His narrative shows a scenario filled by fear, 
and the search for power as a way to guarantee the state survival. Thucydides highlights 
the survival of the state as the primary objective, which becomes the main national 
interest; leading to a permanent struggle for power in the international context. This 
argument is at the hearth of realism. 
 
In a world in which there is not a global force that can exert sufficient power to enforce 
rules and laws, the states coexist in anarchy.  According to Thomas Hobbes (1651), in a 
context of anarchy what prevails is the self-interest and the survival of the actors. He 
argues that the individual is evil by nature23 and translates this perception into the 
international context. Niccolo Machiavelli (1513) shares a similar perspective and places 
the security of the community above any legal instrument or treaty that can jeopardize 
its survival. He even defends the expansion of the realm as a way to attain greater 
security.  
 
Thus, the basic elements of realism contained in the works of these authors can be 
summarized as: statism, survival, and self-help. These elements are incorporated by Hans 
Morgenthau in the second edition of his book “Politics among Nations: the Struggle for 
Power and Peace” in which he delineates what it’s known as the six principles of political 
realism:  
 
1) Politics is governed by objective (as opposed to subjective) laws and those laws are 
based in human nature.  
2) National interest is defined in terms of power.  It is independent of the ideology of 
the leader or head of state.  
3) National interest can vary according to political and cultural context in which is 
conceived. 
4) Moral universal principles cannot be applied to the action of states.  
5) The moral of the nation cannot be identified as universal moral laws.  
6) The political sphere is autonomous.  
 
Morgenthau’s realist principles had a big impact in modern realist scholars, being 
Kissinger perhaps one of the most relevant and well-known. However, these were not 
                                                             
23 Homo homini lupus est. “A man is a wolf to another man”. 
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sufficient to explain some of the events after the Second World War, particularly the 
proliferation of international organisations. In this context, a new trend, labelled 
neorealism or structural realism, emerged within realist thought and shifted the focus on 
human nature to the structure of the international system.  
 
Whilst preserving some core aspects of realism such as self-help, survival, and the state 
as the most important actor in the international arena, neorealism affirms that it is the 
structure of the system and not the human nature that explain the struggle for power 
between states. It’s most renowned author, Kenneth Waltz uses a systemic approach 
borrowed from economic theory, particularly market systems, to define the structure of 
the international system in terms of distribution of capabilities, differentiation of units, 
and organising principle (Waltz 1979).  
 
From the perspective of neorealism, two possible systems: anarchy and hierarchy. In a 
hierarchical system, units are organized based on a clear line of authority; whereas an 
anarchical system is defined by units that are similar in nature, even if they differ in their 
capabilities. This last one is the one that according to Waltz prevails in the international 
arena (Waltz 1979; Brown and Ainley 2005). 
 
Given this anarchical nature, structural realists grant a preponderant role to the 
distribution of capabilities as a key element to understand 24  the outcome of the 
international order in issues such as war, peace, alliances and balance of power. In fact, 
according to Dunne and Schmidt (2014), structural realists pay attention to the rank-
order of states to identify the great powers at any particular point. This could lead, for 
example, to the definition of a multipolar, bipolar, or unipolar order depending on the 
coexistence of several, two, or the predominance of one superpower. 
 
For neorealist scholars, the goal of the state is to maximize power within the international 
system. In this context it seems that cooperation between states only plays a subsidiary 
role. This was clearly underlined by Joseph Grieco (1988) when he argues that states are 
only focused on relative gains for cooperation. In other words, states will only cooperate 
when the gains they will receive are greater than the ones receive by the other parties. 
(Brown and Ainley 2005:47).  
                                                             
24 For neorealist scholars, theories should be helpful to understand the reality rather than to predict the 
future. 
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As a consequence, neorealism sees international organisations (IOs) as tools of powerful 
states’ foreign policy, which shape the purposes and goals of IOs according to their 
national interests, and IOs are seen as constrained by the international system itself. As 
a result, the role of IOs in preventing war will be limited to the interests that powerful 
states could have on that conflict. In other words, the role of IOs is minimal regarding 
achieving peace and security (Mearsheimer 1994; Waltz 2000; Baylis et al 2014). 
 
Under the lenses of neorealism, the role of international and regional organisations in 
conflict management should be understood, according to Touval and Zartman (1985), “in 
terms of the member states, not in terms of an organization” (as cited in Zartman 2002). 
This also implies that the focus of the analysis should be” who and whether” to mediate, 
rather than “how” to do it (Zartman 2002). As I will elaborate later on, this seems to have 
been the case in South America in the last decades. 
 
Another mainstream in international relations, neoliberalism or liberal institutionalism, 
offers a different perspective on the role of international organisations in the global arena. 
Liberal institutionalism shares some core ideas with neorealism, such as the fact that 
states are the most relevant actors in international relations and that the international 
system is predominately an anarchical one. However, supporters of liberal 
institutionalism argue that international organisations contribute to reduce the anarchy 
and to create the bases for global governance.  
 
Even though states remain as the most important actors, liberal institutionalism gives 
non-state actors also a relevant role in the international arena. Among those non-state 
actors, international and regional organisations are the result of the cooperation among 
states to govern an anarchical system. These institutions also contribute to setting a 
global agenda and can mediate in international conflict (Lamy 2014:132-133). 
  
According to Keohane and Martin (1995), IOs are also relevant because they offer 
information and produce incentives, like cost reductions, that potentially increase 
coordination and reciprocity among state members (Keohane and Martin 1995:42). Hence, 
IOs can decrease the risk of war by giving a framework of cooperation that has a positive 
impact on the security competition among states (Baylis 2014:234). Furthermore, Axelrod 
and Keohane (1986) state that international organisations enable the contact among 
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states, add transparency, reduce the problems of security dilemma, and allow reciprocity 
and mutual gains (as cited in Ramsbotham 2011:117). 
 
Despite the appealing of the arguments of liberal institutionalism, Latin America has 
seen the emergence and the decline of many international organisations, perhaps with 
the exception of the OAS in which the United States still plays an important role. The 
disappearance of the Contadora Group and the attempt to reformulate the Rio Group in 
the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) exemplify how Latin 
American states, and South American are not the exception, create, transform, or “let die” 
regional organisations based on their national interests, particularly those of the regional 
hegemons.  
 
As a consequence, although liberal institutionalism might serve to explain the role of some 
international and regional organisations – especially those ones dealing with economic 
integration – ,  its perspective does not seem to be the most suitable for understanding 
the role of regional organisations in conflict management in South America. 
3.2 REGIONALISM 
Can regions play a specific role in international politics? Lake and Morgan (1997) 
distinguish three different approaches in the attempt to answer this question. Some 
scholars would argue that “international politics are understood to be everywhere and 
always the same.” (Lake and Morgan 1997:8). This implies that what happens at a global 
level is mirrored at the regional level, therefore, the region does not have any analytical 
relevance. Other scholars maintain that each region is unique and, hence, each region 
should be understood individually; that implies that the results of the analysis of one 
region cannot be extrapolated to another region. 
 
A third approach suggests that regional and global politics are not the same (similar to 
the second trend describe before), but at the same time regions can have differences not 
in terms of variables but in the values attach to those variables (Lake and Morgan 1997:9). 
This comparative approach does not support the idea that each region is completely 
independent and different from each other; it argues, instead, that there are some 
variables embedded in all regions which could be identified and adjusted to the reality of 
each region. I subscribe in this paper this point of view.  
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At this point, it is important to make a distinction between regionalization and 
regionalism. Hurrell (1995) defines regionalization as “the growth of societal integration 
within a region and (…) the often undirected processes of social and economic interaction” 
(Hurrell 1995:39). In other words, refers to the interdependency of states within a specific 
geographic area and can be related to economic or non-economic factors.  
 
In fact, Best and Christiansen (2014) argue that regionalization can have two different 
sources leading to cooperation and integration. One is ‘the state-led’ actions in which 
different states of a region agree to work together in specific areas; and, another, the 
‘market-led’ integration in which market forces create ties within a specific region with or 
without the state support (Best and Christiansen 2014: 402).  
 
Hettne (2005) defines regionalism as “a tendency and a political commitment to organize 
the world in terms of regions.” (Hettne 2005:545). The concept of regionalism for this 
author must be distinguished between an old and a new generation. De Lombaerde and 
Garay (2008) point out that some authors distinguish between these two generations only 
based on a period of time, basically using the fall of the Berlin Wall as landmark. Hettne 
(1999), however, claims that it goes beyond this and identifies some major differences 
between these two:  
 
1) The old regionalism was created during the Cold War, whilst the new its influence 
by the multipolar order. 
2) The old regionalism was created with a top-down approach, the new regionalism 
is a more spontaneous initiative from non-powerful states. 
3) The old regionalism was mostly focused on economic integration with an inward 
and a protectionist approach, the economic integration in the new regionalism is 
more open to global interdependence. 
4) The old regionalism had specific targets, whereas the new regionalism is a 
multidimensional and comprehensive process. 
5) The old regionalism was exclusively to states, and now the new regionalism is 
more open to non-state actors. (Hettne 1999) 
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This dichotomy of old and new regionalism 25  has led scholars to focus on this new 
regionalism, particularly in the third difference (related to economic integration). 
Friedrich Plank (2015) highlights this trend in recent literature and emphasises that 
“[t]his perspective misses the fact, that the development of Regional Organisations (ROs) 
and regional ties are strongly driven by security concerns.” (Plank 2015:2) The literature 
on South America on this regard has not been the exception.  
 
This distinction made by Hettne (1999) can also be perceived in Latin America where to 
certain extent both seem to coexist. One the one hand, the hemispherical regionalism has 
been dominated by a long history of love and hate with regard to the US. The intervention 
of the US in Central America as in the case of the Panama Channel, and the delicate 
relationship with Cuba, has led Latin America to define its own identity in opposition to 
the US. Despite some progress in the policy of the US towards the region, which has 
decreased in some cases the existent tension, some issues still prevail. A clear example is 
the permanent opposition of the US to the participation of Cuba in the OAS as a full 
member, which to some extent is a remnant of the Cold War.  
 
On the other hand, Latin America has seen a new regionalism characterized by a 
mushrooming of agreements and a broadening of their scope (De Lombaerde and Garay 
2008). Free trade Agreements that in the 1970s would have only referred to customs and 
tariffs, now incorporate clauses related to free movement of people, services, capital, and 
even development cooperation. Furthermore, the integration processes have followed a 
similar trend and have adopted some decisions related to health, social development, 
gender equality, environmental protection, infrastructure, and so on. 
 
Nonetheless, the region has seen different levels of development within this new 
regionalism. For example, Central America has showed a lower progress on this regard. 
A document published by ECLAC in 2013 described the challenges for Central America 
to take advantage of the new developments in the world. For example, it refers to the 
reduced number of agreements with other regions of the world (EU, China, Taiwan and 
                                                             
25 Scholars such as Tavares (2004) and Plank (2015) refer to three waves of regionalism since the 
XX Century: the first after the First World War; the second between the 1950s and 1960s; and, the 
third wave after the end of the Cold War (Plank 2015; Telo ̀ 2007). The first two waves were 
subsumed under Hettne’s “old regionalism” (1999), which is part of the theoretical basis of this 
research. Hence, I follow Hettne’s two generations of regionalism. 
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Singapore outside the Americas) (Beteta 2013), when compared to the vast and extensive 
relations of South America with Africa, Asia, Middle East and Europe.  
3.3 NORM SUBSIDIARITY 
In an international system in which the assessment of the power structure is relevant for 
the survival of the state non-dominant countries might look for different regional 
mechanisms that allow them to confront superpowers. This is the approach that Amitav 
Acharya (2011) suggests in the development of the concept of “norm subsidiarity”. 
 
Acharya defines norm subsidiarity as “a process whereby local actors create rules with a 
view to preserve their autonomy from dominance, neglect, violation, or abuse by more 
powerful central actors.”(Acharya 2011:97). In other words, they aim to create some sort 
of institutional shield against the intervention of powerful states in their regional affairs.  
 
According to Acharya, Latin America provide several examples of norm subsidiarity along 
its history. One of the earliest cases of norm subsidiarity in the region is given by the 
independence movements, particularly the one led by Simon Bolivar (Acharya 2011:113). 
In fact, one of the actions performed by Bolivar on this regard was to call to an 
“Amphictyonic Congress of Panama” in 1826 in which newly born republics in Latin 
America would discuss a defensive pact against Spain, the former colonial power. This 
process is seen as the first attempt to integrate Latin America under the idea of a “pan 
Americanism” (Alcalde 2009:17). It is important to note that already at this stage, the 
United States was conceived as an ally in this process (Bolivar even invited President 
Quincy Adams to the congress) but not as a potential member of the pretended coalition 
(De la Reza 2003).  
 
Other subsidiary norms originated in Latin America are the doctrine of uti possidetis 
juris, the Calvo Doctrine, the Drago doctrine and the support for “regional arrangements” 
(Acharya 2011:113). In addition to this, we could also refer to the contribution of Latin 
America to the codification of the Political Asylum which, to some extent, is derived from 
the strong perception in South America that states should not intervene in the domestic 
affairs of other countries based on the absolute respect of their sovereignty rights. 
 
One indicator that can help to identify the presence of a subsidiary norm is the 
participation and influence of the “ruler” or international/regional superpower in the 
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institution, and its legitimacy (Acharya 2011:101). For example, the opposition of the 
United States to the participation of Cuba in the OAS, and the tacit acceptance of the 
other member states, exemplifies the influence of this superpower against the autonomy 
of the region. However, the creation of a parallel institution such as CELAC in 2013, a 
regional institution like the OAS that incorporates Cuba and excludes the US and 
Canada, represents a clear example of a subsidiary norm. 
 
Although the contributions of Latin America to the construction of subsidiary norms has 
been widely covered by Acharya, this should not lead to the impression that international 
law always precedes over national interest in South America. It is notorious that the 
region has created multiple norms and institutions in the last decades, but there has been 
several cases in which these countries might decide to oversee their legal obligations when 
their national and economic interests are at stake. A recent example is the decision of the 
Colombian Government to not accept the decision of the International Court of Justice in 
the contentious process with Nicaragua regarding their limits in the neighbouring areas 
of the San Andres Island.  
 
Finally, it is equally important to note that subsidiary norms are built to keep the region 
outside of the scope of influence of global super powers. However, this does not imply that 
regional super powers face the same restriction. By neutralizing a global superpower, the 
regional hegemon could increase its capacity to set the agenda based on its own interests. 
When there are two hegemons, then a power struggle and the search for balance of power 
within the region is imminent, as in the case of Brazil and Mexico at Latin American level. 
3.4 CONFLICT MANAGEMENT 
The German philosopher Hegel (1808) gave conflict a key role in the history of mankind 
by asserting that history is the result of the tensions between two opposite forces, thesis 
and antithesis, resolved by means of synthesis. There are many examples of these sort of 
tensions in time and space, across different periods and in different kingdoms, 
civilizations and continents. Those tensions can be understood as a source of conflict that, 
in extreme cases, can lead to violence and war. 
 
According to Kenneth Thomas (1992), and Daniel Jones, Stuart Bremer and David Singer 
(1996), there is not a common understanding of “conflict” although the reference to 
competitive intentions and deliberate interferences in other’s goals seem to be the most 
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accepted one. This definition is in-line to the conceptualisation of conflict given by 
Kenneth Boulding (1962) "as a situation of competition in which the parties are aware of 
the incompatibility of potential future positions and in which each party wishes to occupy 
a position that is incompatible with wishes of the other." (Boulding 1962:10).  
 
Nonetheless, conflict and war are used indistinctively. However, Kriesberg (2007) asserts 
that conflict may not need to be necessarily violent (i.e. the use of force or military action), 
but in any case imply a mix of coercive and non-coercive practices. In any case, all these 
different approaches make clear that the term “conflict” is still contested and the roots 
are under permanent scrutiny. 
 
Nonetheless, it is important to have some theoretical framework for understanding 
conflict in order to proceed with alternatives for conflict management. For this purpose, 
the theoretical approach developed by Johan Galtung can be useful to tackle this 
endeavour. 
 
Galtung (1969) focused his research in peace, and in doing this he created a theory based 
on a cycle of conflict, violence and peace, which became one of the first theories used for 
the understanding of conflict and conflict resolution. The “ABC Conflict Triangle” 
developed by Galtung as a conceptual framework to understand conflict, refer to three 
elements that are in permanent interaction in any conflict: the “contradiction” among 
parties, their “behaviour” and their “attitudes”. When this cycle escalates as of the result 
of the interaction of those elements, the situation could easily lead to physical and/or 
verbal violence, which Galtung labels as “direct violence”.  
 
Höglund and Kovacs (2010) add a fourth element to the underlying forces of conflict: the 
nature of the actors. From their perspective, the number, the nature of actors and their 
motivations are key in understanding conflicting forces, conflict management and, 
eventually, conflict resolution. 
 
Following this line of thought, the contradiction between parties, is not enough to create 
a violent conflict. The behaviour, the attitudes and the nature of the actors is equally 
important. Hence, any approach to conflict management and conflict resolution should 
keep in mind all this variables and aim to identify not only the contradiction, which 
sometimes is self-evident, but the management of expectations, behaviours and attitudes 
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of the conflicting parties. It is equally important, to identify the scope of the conflict as 
this could be intrastate or interstate, as I will describe later on. 
 
According to Kriesberg (2007) the term "conflict resolution' began to be used in the 1950s 
but its main focus was on mediation and negotiation. It was only after the 1980s that 
conflict resolution started to pay attention to de-escalation of the conflict and the 
preparation of the negotiations. Later on, prevention and the implementation of peace 
agreements were also incorporated into the scope of this field. In addition, Chigas (2007) 
asserts that conflict management has transcended the view of peace-making, good offices 
and intermediary functions, and has included notions such as direct prevention and 
structural prevention, being the latest linked to fostering human rights, democracy and 
the rule of law.  
 
Michael Lund contributed in the clarification of the matter in his book “Preventing Violent 
Conflicts: A Strategy for Preventive Diplomacy” in 1996. He points outs that the policy 
discourse in the prevention of violent conflicts has led to a mushrooming of terms like 
preventive diplomacy, preventive engagement, conflict management, peace-making, and 
democracy building (just to mention a few) leading to confusion (Lund 1996:31-32).  
 
In his attempt to clarify this issue, Lund developed “the Life Cycle of a Conflict” (See the 
figure), some sort of time line divided in five stages of peace or conflict (Lund 1996). The 
most hostile stage is “war” (ranging from low-intensity to “hot” war) which Lund clearly 
defines as a fight between organized armed forces; followed by crisis, a stage in which 
armed forces are mobilized and ready to fight. At this stage, it is usual to find threats of 
the use of force and occasional low-level skirmishes. 
 
The third stage in Lund’s cycle is unstable peace, also labelled as negative peace, 
characterised by tensions and suspicious between parties and in which the use of force is 
possible. The fourth stage in a scale ranging from conflict to peace, is stable (or cold) peace 
in which parties proceed with caution in their interaction with other conflicting parties. 
Finally, durable peace or positive peace encompasses a high level of bilateral relations 
based on shared values, goals and institutions (like democracy and the rule of law), strong 
29 
 
economic interlinkages, and the virtual absence of self-defence measures between them 
(Lund 1996:32)26. 
 
 
Lund’s stages can be used in the understanding or classification of all conflicts, whereas 
these are intrastate and interstate. This paper focuses in the latter rather than in the 
former type of conflicts. It has been argued by authors like Levy (2007) and Kaldor (1999), 
which in the last decades interstate conflicts are less common than intrastate conflicts. 
As a result, there is more literature being produced on the topic of intrastate violence and 
the so called “new wars”, which can be distinguish from interstate conflicts due to the type 
of actor that get involved in the conflict27.  
 
However, it does not imply that the traditional interstate conflict and warfare has 
disappeared. I would argue that these sort of conflicts remain, although they might have 
changed in intensity, based on Lund’s stages of conflict, and/or are fought by other means 
(political destabilization, cyberattacks, economic embargoes, and so on). 
                                                             
26 It is important to highlight that the intensity of a conflict can rise and fall and that Lund’s 
diagram is an ideal type of conflict cycle for academic purposes in order to have a better 
understanding of peace and conflict as well as the involvement of a third party(ies) in the de-
escalation of the conflict to reach a durable or positive peace. 
27 Intrastate conflicts involve two or more conflicting parties from which one is a state, and the 
other is a non-state actor. Additionally, the geographical scope is located within the territory of the 
state part of the conflict. This does not mean that an intrastate conflict could have a spill over 
effect on its neighbours’ territories (Bodemer et al 2001; Gurr 2007; Levy 2007). 
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3.5 HYPOTHESES 
As it has been stated before in this paper, regional organisations may play a role in conflict 
management in South America. This does not ignore other alternatives such as bilateral 
agreements, mediation of non-regional actors, international law, etc. It simply focuses on 
an element that according to authors can have a positive impact due to the affinity 
between conflicting parties and the organisation itself.   
 
The first task is to identify the cases in which regional organisations have intervened in 
conflict management in the region within a specific period of time, as it will be further 
elaborated in the next section. Once these cases have been selected, I will test the 
following hypothesis: It is not the mere existence of the regional organisations but the level 
of engagement of authorities and reaction time of state members of the regional 
organisations, together with the geographical scope, are key factors for the success of 
regional organisations in conflict management in South America. 
 
This hypothesis have several components that require some preliminary approach based 
on the theoretical framework presented above. The reader should note first that the 
hypothesis begins by claiming that the existence of the institution is not enough for 
conflict management in the region. What this implies is that the different bodies, 
autocrats, and norms are not sufficient for a successful intervention of the regional 
organization in conflict management. The condition of success (or not) will be explore later 
on in the methodological section. 
 
The argument conveyed in this hypothesis is that the liberal approach does not apply, on 
this topic, in South America, in which the balance of power and the national interest of 
states prevail over the institutional framework. The “interpretation” of the regional norms 
to justify the intervention28 in some cases and the non-intervention in others, shows that 
power politics at regional level are more important than regional institutionalism. This 
can be seen, for example, in the intervention of UNASUR in Paraguay in 2012 after the 
President was impeached by the Congress, following the procedures stated in the 
                                                             
28 It is important to mention that the use of the term ‘intervention’ regarding regional organisations 
in South America should be understood, from now on, as the involvement of a third party (the 
regional organisation) in a conflict only if the conflicting parties agree to accept that involvement 
or intervention. It should not be understood as the imposition of an external actor to the conflicting 
parties.  
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constitution; which diverge from the approach of UNASUR to the feeble political situation 
in Venezuela in recent years, an issue on which the organisation has preferred to remain 
in relative silence29.  
 
This does not mean that norms are not important in the region, but the weak capacity 
enforcement of regional organisations mean that their success depend immensely on the 
commitment of the national authorities with such organisations. Once the organisation 
does not fulfil the interest its members, then it may disappear as in the case of the 
Contadora Group, could be reformulated as the transformation of the Rio Group into 
CELAC suggests, or could go through a process of permanent revision as in the case of 
Andean Community. The commitment of the head of states, as the main representatives 
of South American countries in the international/regional arena, plays a key role in the 
success of the organisation to fulfil its mandate and, hence, to conflict management when 
relevant. 
 
Having said that, it is also important to identify the stage of the conflict at which the 
intervention of the organisation takes place. Not all conflicts in South America (or in any 
other region of the world) are at the same stage at the same point in time. Some conflicts 
might be only based in distrust but far from the menace of war. Others might be based on 
strong disagreements leading to skirmishes. In a few cases, this could be in the brink of a 
war. For this purpose, the life cycle of conflict will be used as a compass to identify the 
stage of the conflict, but also will allow us to measure the success (or not) of the 
intervention of the regional organisation in the management of such conflict. 
 
Finally, I argue that the geographical scope is key in the success of the regional 
organisation in conflict management within the region for the reasons mentioned above, 
particularly based on the theories of Hettne (1999) and de Lombaerde (2008). Therefore, 
a meticulous identification of the characteristics that distinguished South America from 
the rest of the continent are of particular importance and will mark the beginning of the 
next section. 
  
                                                             
29 This paper does not analyse in depth those cases since they relate to intrastate conflict rather 
than to interstate conflict. They are just mentioned to stress the prevalence of politics over norms 
in regional organisations.  
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4 METHODOLOGY 
 
According to Sandra Halperin and Oliver Heath (2012), “[t]he association of theory and 
the empirical world is continually being tested, and investigation into the relationship 
between ideas and practice is to be encouraged rather than resisted” (Halperin and Heath 
2012:5). In order to do so, these authors explicitly maintain that it is key to describe the 
nature of the reality to explain it (Halperin and Heath 2012:5). Based on this argument, 
in the following lines I will start by describing the population and the timeframe for the 
analysis aiming to provide a better grasp of what South American means today. This 
should put things in perspective before using a deductive logic30 in the analytical part of 
this research.  
4.1 POPULATION 
For the purpose of this research I have chosen South America31 as population for my 
analysis. There are a number of reasons to distinguish South American countries from 
Latin American countries as a whole32. I will argue that also makes sense to separate the 
French Guiana, Guyana and Suriname from others South American countries. Although 
there could be many characteristics for this purpose, I will focus on five reasons: history, 
the relationship with the US, their relations with other regions, the development of norms 
in the South American region, and the South American legalistic diplomatic culture. 
 
Although Latin American countries and some Caribbean states were former colonies of 
Iberian Peninsula’s countries (Spain and Portugal), their colonial history and their path 
to independence led to some differences. The viceroyalties of New Spain (today Mexico), 
                                                             
30 In this research, deductive logic is understood as “(…) the process that enables us to use theories 
to explain specific events” (Manheim, 2012: 21). 
31 Even though Guyana, Suriname and French Guiana are located in South America and the two 
first are independent countries since the second half of the last century; I exclude them from my 
analysis. Hence, when I mean South America, I am deliberately excluding these two countries and 
the French Guiana. 
32 Although Kacowicz (1998) argues that“[t]he South American region is defined by three clearly 
established criteria: geographical proximity within a common physical boundary; the extent of an 
intersubjective regional perception of collective identity, including the views of the external actors 
about the region; and a high level of interactions among the countries involved, especially since 
the 1960s.”(Kacowicz 1998:67). I will develop five reasons to justify why I focus my research on the 
following South American countries: Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Paraguay, Peru, 
Uruguay and Venezuela; as well as their interactions. 
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Peru, and Brazil were the main centres of the colonial power in the Americas and, hence, 
are key to understand the paths of independent movements in the region.  
 
To describe in detail the different paths and independent movements would turn into an 
extensive narrative. Nonetheless, for the purpose of this paper it should suffice to note 
that the independence of Central America, Spaniard South America, and Brazil followed 
different historical clusters in their independence process. The Caribbean, although can 
also differentiate, do not have a joint history or historical cluster, evidenced by the fact 
that some Caribbean islands are still dependent of European countries in the formulation 
of their foreign policy and show a clear political diversity (Sutton 2000; Serbin 1998). This 
allows us to make a separation between Latin American countries and the Caribbean 
countries (Sutton 2000; Premdas 2011; Clegg 2014), a distinction that is also acknowledge 
by UN organisations such as ECLAC and other of regional scope such as CELAC. 
 
Paul Sutton (2000) and Ralph Premdas (2011) claim that the Caribbean region also 
encompasses continental states like Belize, Guyana, and Suriname; as well as the 
territory of French Guiana. Due to the nature of their independent processes and colonial 
history, indeed those countries have stronger links to the Caribbean than to the Latin 
share of South American countries. This provides a different identity which should be 
considered in the analysis. 
 
The relation of the United States with the rest of the continent finds in a milestone in the 
Monroe doctrine. The Monroe doctrine, also known as “America for the Americans” was a 
policy according to which the United States surrogates itself the right to intervene in other 
countries whenever it considered it as a threat to the region. This approach left deep scars 
in the political view and discourse in Latin America due to cases such as the occupation 
of Nicaragua (1912 to 1933) and Haiti (1915 to 1934), the Guatemalan Revolution (1944 
to 1954) and Nicaraguan Revolution (1961 to 1990), the Chilean Crisis which ended in 
coup d'état in 1973, and the invasion of Panama in 1989 are some examples of how Latin 
American countries have experienced US interventionism. As a result, a strong level of 
distrust clouded the relations between the US and Latin American countries, although 
with some differences.  
 
In fact, Pastor (1992) argues that South American countries experience a lower level of 
US influence in the region when compared to Central America. As a result, the relative 
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low pressure of the US Foreign Policy with regard to South America allowed countries to 
develop a deeper conscious of their own intraregional rivalries (Pastor 1992:24). 
 
Mexico and the US are neighbouring countries which create a particular symbiosis and 
lead to a unique bilateral agenda which makes it already different from other Latin 
American countries. Hence, I will not include Mexico as part of the analysis of this 
research.  
 
Holsti (1996) describes South America as "an intriguing anomaly" (Holsti 1996: 150). He 
maintains that "South America constitutes a distinct international system. It is linked to 
other systems, particularly to Central America and North America, but it contains its own 
unique properties and dynamics."(Holsti 1996: 150-151). In fact, there are not only 
historical factors as mentioned before but the way this regions interact with other regions 
of the world also creates a bold difference.  
 
On the one hand, South America shows a higher level of economic, cultural, and political 
relation with others regions across the oceans. In addition to its links to Europe, South 
America has expanded its horizons towards the Middle East, Asia and Africa by 
establishing mechanisms of political and economic dialogue such as the South American 
– Arab Countries Forum (ASPA); the participation of some countries in APEC; the 
importance given to the Forum for East Asia-Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC); and, 
the Africa- South America Cooperation Forum (ASA).  
 
On the other hand, unlike South America, Central America has seek a renewal of its links 
with Europe only in more recent decades and has focused only in deepening its ties with 
China, Taiwan, and Singapore as part of its strategy of strengthening its network outside 
of the Americas (Beteta 2013). The economic globalization, particularly since 1980s 
onwards, seems to increase the differences between these two geographical areas (Pellicer 
1998:2) 
 
In addition to the above, there are another two features which define South American as 
a self-contained region in Latin America: the development of norms and its legalistic 
diplomatic culture. According to Acharya (2011) and Kacowicz (1998), South America has 
contributed to the field of international relations and international law with the creation 
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of norms, via theory and practice, such as uti possidetis juris, the Calvo Doctrine, the 
Drago doctrine and the preference for regional arrangements.  
 
Some authors add that South American has built a normative consensus on the 
importance of mechanisms and techniques for the peaceful settlement of interstate 
disputes within the region (Kacowicz 1998:102; Pellicer 1998; Serbin 1998). This factor, 
linked with the predominance of normative or legalistic diplomacy, seems to be one of the 
key elements to understand why South America countries prefer alternative ways to solve 
their differences other than the use of force. As Kacowicz puts it, “(…) in South America 
there has been an inclination to deal with international disputes rather than to fight over 
them.” (Kacowicz 1998:69). 
4.2 PERIOD OF TIME 
According to some researchers, new democratic regimes or transitional democracies are 
prone to face internal threats, like social and/or ethnic cleavages, that can lead to a conflict 
(Mansfield and Snyder 2007; Gurr 2007). At the interstate level, democracy is considered 
to be a variable that reduces the possibility of war between states (Russett and Oneal 
1999).  
 
The democratization process is commonly linked with the decolonization period. However, 
South American countries had alternated autocratic and democratic regimes since their 
independence. Some authors point to the 1980s as a starting point for the consolidation of 
the democratic regimes within the region (Batagglino 2012; Serbin 2011; Hauge 2009; 
Boersner 1996). According to Boersner, this is the result of endogenous causes linked to 
the failure of military regimes rather than to external factors (Boersner 1996:267).33  
 
What is more, this democratic trend in South America has made Demetrio Boersner 
(1996) to draw a line between South America and Central America and the Caribbean. 
The author argues that the return of South America to democracy contributed to the 
South American progress on regional cooperation and dialogue34, a contrasting situation 
                                                             
33 It would be interesting to conduct some research to identify if this endogenous evolution towards 
democracy as the result of military regimes has led to a particular understanding of the term 
democracy in South America. 
34 As an example, he mentions the role South American democratic elected presidents that took a 
common position and had a join action in order to mediate between debtor Latin American 
countries and their creditors from 1983 and 1989 (Boersner 1996:264-266). 
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with regard to the conflicts and violence that arose in Central America and the Caribbean 
at the same time (Boersner 1996:262-277). 
 
Most authors argue that 1990 can be seen as the beginning of the consolidation of 
democracy in South America with the end of Pinochet era, the last non-democratically 
elected head of government. Although I recognize that there is an existing debate on the 
role of democratic norms, liberal democratic culture, democratic leaders, and/or 
democratic governments (Kacowicz 1997; Miller 2007; Russet 1993), it is not the purpose 
of this paper to take positions on the characteristics of democracy in South America. I use 
the basic principle of democratic elections to control and fix the variable “regime” in this 
research. 
 
I am equally aware that a couple of new organisations emerged after 2010, the closing 
date for the dataset used for the analysis in this paper. However, the Pacific Alliance has 
a strong focus on economic integration whereas CELAC faces its own internal struggles. 
As a result, I consider that by matching the upper limit of my time frame with the one in 
the database in 2010 I am not omitting any relevant organisation in the analysis.  
4.3 VARIABLES 
As it has been stated before, the purpose of this paper is to identify the success factors of 
regional organisations in conflict management in South America. It does not neglect the 
possibility that conflicting parties might prefer the use of legal instruments, bilateral 
negotiations, international guarantors, and so on. In fact, it acknowledges that conflicting 
parties have extensively used those alternatives in South America. What this paper 
attempts is to identify if regional organisations have played a role in de-escalating 
conflicts in the region and, if so, what where the factors that made this possible given the 
stage of the conflict. 
 
The measurement of success of the dependent variable, although has a central argument 
Lund’s conflict cycle, is based on a subjective evaluation grounded on the analysis of the 
discourse of regional leaders and conflicting parties. The intervention of a regional 
organization can lead to “no de-escalation” (failure) or to “de-escalation” (success) of the 
conflict, which are the two codified values assigned to this variable. 
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My first explicatory (independent) variable is the level of engagement. Some authors 
(Peña 2005; Malamud 2005; Portales 2013), in the last decades there is a proliferation of 
presidential diplomacy. This is understood as a mechanism which is based on the 
traditional use of direct negotiation between national presidents or other person who 
possess a similar political rank to make crucial decision-making  despite the fact that the 
term contain the word ‘presidential’(Malamud 2005: 115; Peña 2005:30). This practice 
refers to a distinction between political authorities as opposed to bureaucratic and/or 
professional diplomacy (Malamud 2005:115). According to Peña (2005), the use of 
presidential diplomacy is linked with the fact that it ca create or increase internal and 
international prestige – public opinions – if it goes in hand with media management. What 
is more, presidential diplomacy can be connected with an implicit competition among 
presidents in terms of their respective policies prestige (Peña 2005:43). 
 
Thus, I will operationalize this variable as presidential summits, ministerial meetings, 
joint declarations (which can be negotiated at Ambassadorial level) and special envoys. It 
is clear that presidential summits correspond to the highest level of engagement and show 
a real concern of the States on the consequences of the conflict. Ministerial meetings are 
also expressions of a real concern of regional countries but they do not seem to imply the 
urge to find a solution to the conflict, perhaps due to the long term nature of the conflict 
of because of its focalisation. Joint declarations can be negotiated via e-mail or telephone 
at Ambassadorial level, in permanent consultation with Ministers of Foreign Affairs, in 
order to express their desire that the conflict can solved in the near future without the 
sense that regional pressure is required.  
 
The second variable is the reaction time. In some cases, the conflicting parties can wait to 
the ordinary meeting or summit in order to draw the attention of regional countries to a 
potential or existing conflict between two or more states. In other situations, the 
organisation (at the request of one of its members) can call to an extraordinary or 
emergency meeting to address a specific conflict. This variable is useful identify the stage 
of the conflict. The more acute the conflict and possibility of the use of force, the quicker 
should be the reaction of the state parties to address the conflict.  
 
Finally, the third variable refers to the geographical scope of the regional organization. 
This could be split in two different kinds of organisations: those ones that only comprise 
South American countries and those with non-South American states as members. It is 
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expected that those ones with a clear focus in the South America can be more successful 
due to common grounds and all the arguments given by Hettne (1999) and de Lombaerde 
(2008) which have been described before.  
 
VARIABLES 
Dependent 
variable 
1 Successful conflict management 
a De-escalation 
b No de-escalation 
Independent 
variable 
2 Level of engagement 
a Presidential summit 
b Ministerial meeting 
c Joint communication 
Independent 
variable 
3 Reaction time 
a Ordinary meeting 
b Extraordinary meeting 
Independent 
variable 
4 Geographical scope 
a Only South American countries 
b 
Also with non-South American states as 
members 
 
4.4 CASE SELECTION 
In order to elucidate the role of regional organisations in conflict management in South 
America I will use small-N comparative analysis and case studies to identify the regional 
organisations that got involve in the management of conflicts in South America between 
1990 and 2010. In order to avoid selection bias, I will use the following steps based on 
Halperin and Heath recommendations (Halperin and Heath 2012:209). 
 
As starting point, I will use Tavares’ (2014) table of hemispheric organisations with at 
least one South American country as member (Tavares 2014:12-13). Then, I will choose 
only those ones that have been active within the time framework. From there, I will use 
Patrick Morgan’ five criteria for identifying regional organisation in South America 
Table 1: Variables 
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(Morgan 1997; Adibe 2003). Finally, I will discard those organisations that have as their 
main purpose integration processes. 
 
Having identified those regional organisations that can play a role in conflict 
management in South America, I will use the version 4.01 of the data set Militarized 
Interstate Disputes of Palmer, Glenn, Vito D'Orazio, Michael Kenwick, and Matthew 
Lane (2015) from the Correlates of War (COW) project. Even though the COW project has 
been working on systematic accumulation of scientific knowledge about war like Uppsala 
Conflict Data Program; the COW project is the only one that has worked on a dataset 
focus on interstate conflicts that have not escalated into war (Granberg 2001). Hence, this 
dataset becomes the most suitable to test the ideas develop in the previous sections. 
 
Palmer, Glenn, Vito D'Orazio, Michael Kenwick, and Matthew Lane (2015) have been 
working with a team in compiling information about conflicts that involve threaten, 
display, or use force at the interstate level between 1816 and 2010. The militarized 
interstate disputes compiled in this dataset are defined by Jones, Bremer and Single 
(1996) as “united historical cases of conflict in which the threat, display or use of military 
force short of war by one member state is explicitly directed towards the government, 
official representatives, official forces, property, or territory of another state. Disputes are 
composed of incidents that range in intensity from threats to use force to actual combat 
short of war” (Jones et al. 1996: 163). 
 
Although the dataset of militarized interstate disputes cover a wider period of time, I will 
select only disputes that involved South American countries as conflicting parties (as it 
was defined in the upper section of population) from 1990 until 2010 in the mentioned 
dataset, as it has already been indicated. 
 
The list could show recurrent conflicts between some countries, which could be the 
consequence of previous conflicts that remained unsolved. Hence, I will group those cases 
and treat them as one despite having spread in different time spans. Obviously, if the 
cases have different root causes, they will be treated individually. 
 
As a final step, I will scrutinize the results from the selection of conflicts with available 
information with regard to the engagement of the regional organisations in order to find 
40 
 
the cases in which those organisations played a role, identifying in this way the relevant 
cases for this paper. 
4.5 DATA COLLECTION 
Having selected my case studies, I will use discourse analysis to identify the normative 
power of the regional organization over the conflicting parties. The source for this analysis 
will the statements, declarations and other manifestation of the regional organization to 
decrease the tension, or to resolve the conflict. In the same way, discourse analysis can 
help to track the existence and conflict management outcomes through diplomatic 
actions35. 
 
The documents mentioned above will be gathered from the website of the regional 
organisations, the website of the ministries of foreign affairs of the conflicting parties, 
national statements at the OAS general assembly, and the most important national 
newspaper of the conflicting parties. 
 
Additionally, I have interviewed some South American diplomats in order to understand 
the perspective of the practitioner on the role of the regional organisations on inter-state 
dispute management. This can also serve as a tool to contrast the information provided 
by the existing literature. 36  The selection of the interviewees was based on specific 
characteristics that are relevant for this research: their expertise in the region and in the 
analysis of conflict management in the region. 
 
I used semi-structured interviewing as defined by Halperin & Heath, which combines 
“structured questions (to obtain factual information) and unstructured questions (to probe 
deeper into people’s experiences” (Halperin & Heath, 2012:258). It is important, however, 
to note that semi-structured interview can have problems of homogeneity because each 
interviewee will follow a different path of memories and perspectives. The protocol and 
the transcript of the interviews, conducted in Spanish, can be found in the Appendix. 
                                                             
35 The author will analyse the documentation in its original language.  
36  According to Halperin and Heath (2012) interviews prioritise validity and, therefore, 
interviewing is a tool that allow the researcher to gain a depth of knowledge in the area of study 
because “[it] is a reach and dense source of data” (Halperin & Heath, 2012:254). 
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4.6 LIMITATIONS 
Robert O. Keohane, Gary King, and Sidney Verba (1996), highlight that “nothing in our 
set of rules implies that we must run the perfect experiment (if such a thing existed) or 
collect all relevant data before we can make valid social scientific inferences. An important 
topic is worth studying even if very little information is available.” (Keohane et al 1996:6). 
Having this in mind, I will proceed to mention some limitations found in this research 
since its exploratory stage. 
4.6.1 The access to an organized and indexed information from some 
regional organisations and ministries of foreign affairs. 
Information about the position of countries and regional organisations is disperse, 
restricted and elusive. The most common limitations have been the following: i) not all 
the organisations that are object of analysis have a website; ii) if they do, some of them do 
not include all the documents that have been produced by their state members or their 
bureaucratic apparatus; and, iii) some documents are not easy to find or are in a restricted 
area (if they have).  
 
A similar situation can be found in the websites of some ministries of foreign affairs of 
South America countries. Although some of this information can be found in their 
archives, this would imply a physical access, and hence travelling to the region, which 
could not be done due to budgetary restrictions. 
 
In order to compensate this situation, I will use information available in the websites of 
the most relevant newspapers in the region. However, some conflicts happened before 
those newspapers had a digital edition or have trimmed old data in their websites, posing 
new restrictions in the availability of data. Complementary sources, such as interviewing 
diplomats, can also help but the information rely on the capacity of the interviewee to 
recall the details of those events. 
4.6.2 The isolation of domestic conflicts with potential spill-over 
effect. 
South American countries have been dealing with internal clashes and violence since their 
independence. In the second half of the XX Century, other factors, such as economic crises, 
poverty, new ideologies and globalisation, have added new sources of domestic conflict 
leading in some cases to the emergence of terrorist movements and drug cartels (like 
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FARC, Shining Path, the National Liberation Army (ELN), Medellin Cartel, among 
others) 37 . Those conflicts, despite the domestic nature of its sources, can have 
consequences for neighbouring countries and the region. 
 
This paper focus is on interstate conflicts, some of which are consequence of the spill over 
effect. However, the intervention of regional organisations in the management of domestic 
conflicts are outside the scope of this paper and might need a different theoretical and 
methodological approach. The results of such research would, no doubt, help in the 
understanding of the role of regional organisations in conflict management in South 
America. 
4.6.3 Bias 
As a South American citizen, I have read in the newspapers the position of journalists 
and politicians regarding interstate conflicts within the region and have had an influence 
on my viewpoint regarding the conflicting parties. Hence, I cannot disagree with Keohane, 
King, and Verba (1994) when they argue that “[t[he specific topic that a social scientist 
studies [chose,] may have a personal and idiosyncratic origin.” (Keohane et al 1994: 14).  
 
In order to alert the reader on potential bias in my analysis, I will make note of this when 
my country is one of the conflicting parties. I will also make sure that I make proper 
reference to the position of other party based on literature in order to convey all positions.  
 
Interviews might also help to mitigate a possible bias. Nonetheless, as Halperin and 
Heath (2012) say, “(…) all people come to an interview with biases and prejudices; and 
people generally are prone to something known as the ‘interview effect’: the tendency for 
interviewees to give more ‘socially acceptable’ answers or answers they think the 
interviewer wants.” (Halperin and Heath 2012:259).  
4.6.4 How to determine causality. 
Keohane, King, and Verba (1994) argue that many social scientists do not feel comfortable 
with causal inferences38 due to uncertainty. The authors state that “(…) this uncertainty 
                                                             
37 It is important to mention that some South American countries have avoid to use the term 
intrastate conflict or Civil war due to the legal implications that arise the terminology in according 
to their national law and the impact it could have in the international arena. 
38 Understood “(…) as a theoretical concept independent of the data used to learn about.  
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should not suggest that we avoid attempts at causal inference.” (Keohane et al 1994:76). 
The best way to do address this is by drawing them only “where they seem appropriate 
but also provide the reader with the best and most honest estimate of the uncertainty of 
that inference” (Keohane et al 1994:76), which should be based on previous descriptive 
inferences39. 
 
Hence, my analysis will focus on descriptive inference regarding the success factors of 
regional organisations in conflict management in South America. It does not neglect, 
however, the possibility of causal effects. 
 
  
                                                             
39 Descriptive inference should be understood in this research as King, Keohane and Verba (1994) 
define it, as “(…) the process of understanding an unobserved phenomenon on the basis of a set of 
observations.” (King 1994:55). 
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5 ANAYLISIS AND DISCUSSION 
5.1 IDENTIFYING REGIONAL ORGANISATIONS IN SOUTH AMERICA40 
 
As it was mentioned in the previous section, I use Tavares (2014) list of organisations 
with South American Countries as state members (Tavares 2014:12-13). The following 
list provides an overview of those organisations. 
 
Given that my population does not include Guyana, Surinam and the French Guyana for 
the reasons described in the methodology section, I can discard from the list the Caribbean 
Community (CARICOM), which has only Guyana and Suriname as state members from 
South America. Likewise, although the Association of Caribbean States (ACS) has 
Colombia and Venezuela amongst its members, this organisation deals mainly with 
affairs concerning the Caribbean region, thus it does not have a real impact on the issues 
related to my population. 
 
Additionally, two organisations from the list can be eliminated for our study because their 
date of foundation lies outside the timeframe of this research. These are the Pacific 
Alliance – in 2012 – and the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States 
(CELAC) – in 2011.  
 
Having narrowed down the list of organisations, I will check for the fulfilment of Patrick 
Morgan’s five criteria for identifying a regional organization in South America: 1) Self—
consciousness of members that they constitute a region, and perceptions by others that 
one exists; 2) Geographical propinquity of members; 3) Evidence of some autonomy and 
distinctiveness from the global system, so that it “refracts” the power of that system; 4) 
Regular and intense interactions among members—notable interdependence; and, 5) A 
high level of political, economic, and cultural affinities (Morgan 1997; Adibe 2003). 
 
                                                             
40 The purpose of this part is to narrow down the number of regional organisations that fulfil the 
requirements for the purpose if this analysis, and not as a categorization of being the ‘only’ existing 
regional organisations in South America. 
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Table 2: Regional Organisations (according to Tavares) 
 
From the remaining organisations, the Africa-South American Summit (ASA), the Ibero-
American Summit, and the Summit of South American-Arab Countries (ASPA) do not 
comply with the first, second and third criteria. In fact, the first two are mainly a 
cooperation and political dialogue between South America and African 41  and Arab 
                                                             
41 This fact is mentioned in the official website of the Africa-South American Summit (ASA): “The 
creation of ASA represented an historic opportunity for the two regions to build the foundations of 
a new paradigm of South-South cooperation.” Africa - South America Summit. Available at 
http://asasummit.itamaraty.gov.br/asa-ingles/summit-of-south-american-africa  
Organization Year Founded
South American 
Members/Total Number of 
Members
Amazon Cooperation Treaty Organization 
(ACTO)
1978 8/8
Andean Community of Nations  (CAN) 1969 (as  Andean 
Pact) and 1996 (as  
CAN)
4/4
Association of Caribbean States  (ACS) 1994 4/25
Caribbean Community (CARICOM) 1973 2/15
La Plata  Bas in Treaty 1969 5/5
Latin American and Caribbean Economic 
System (SELA)
1975 12/28
Latin American and Caribben Summit on 
Integration and Development (CALC)
2008 (Replaced by 
CELAC in 2011
12/33
Latin America  Integration Association 
(LAIA/ALADI)
1980 10/12
Latin American Parl iament (Parlatino) 1964 11/22
Organization of American States  (OAS) 1948 12/35
Paci fic Al l iance 2012 3/4
Southern Common Market (Mercosur) 1991 4/4
Union of South American Nations  (UNASUR)
2008 12/12
Africa-South America  Summit (ASA) 2006 12/65
Bol ivarian Al l iance for the Peoples  of our 
America  (ALBA)
2004 3/8
Ibero-American Summit 1991 10/22
Rio Group 1986 (Replaced by 
CELAC in 2011
11/23
Community of Latin American and Caribbean 
States  (CELAC)
2011 12/33
Summit of South American-Arab Countries  
(ASPA)
2005 12/34
Summit of the Americas 1994 12/34
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countries42, respectively. In the case of the Ibero-American Summit43, strong historical 
ties seem to create a sense of identity amongst its members, although this statement can 
be contested44. What is clear is that the second and third criteria are not clearly fulfilled. 
Consequently, these three organisations are discarded. 
 
The Amazon Cooperation Treaty (ACTO)45 and La Plata Basin treaty46 do not match the 
third criteria. After analysed the constitutive treaties, it is evident the focus of these 
organisations are the management of shared watershed systems and environment 
protection, without a clear autonomy and distinctiveness from the global system. Hence, 
these two organisations are also discarded for the present analysis. 
 
The Latin American and Caribbean Summit on Integration and Development (CALC)47 
was an organization with short lifespan, starting in 2008 until the creation of the 
Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) in 2011. Although it 
showed a high level of political, economic, and cultural affinities among CALC state 
members, it lacked a strong political commitment when compared to existing 
organisations such as the Rio Group. Therefore, this organization is discarded. 
 
From the resulting list after using Morgan´s five criteria, ten organisations can be 
identified as South American regional organisations. However, not all can have a role in 
conflict management. In fact, four of them are mainly focused in regional economic 
integration: Latin America Integration Association (LAIA/ALADI), Andean Community 
of Nations (CAN), Southern Common Market (Mercosur), and Bolivarian Alliance for the 
Peoples of our America (ALBA)48. It might be argued that those organisations have a hint 
                                                             
42 This information can be found in the website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, as it is 
said “[t]he Summit of South American-Arab Countries (ASPA) is a mechanism for South-South 
cooperation and policy coordination in multilateral forums.” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Brazil. 
Summit of South American-Arab Countries (ASPA). Available at 
http://www.itamaraty.gov.br/en/politica-externa/mecanismos-inter-regionais/9967-summit-of-
south-american-arab-countries-aspa  
43 This fact is mentioned in the official website of the Ibero-American Summit: “An international 
support organisation for 22 countries that make up the Ibero-American community: the 19 
Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking countries in Latin America and those of the Iberian Peninsula, 
Spain, Portugal and Andorra.” Secretaria General Iberoamericana, What is the Ibero-American 
Secretariat General? Available at http://segib.org/en/who-we-are/  
44 For this reason, in the summary table this criteria will be marked with a question mark. 
45 Available at http://otca.info/portal/tratado-coop-amazonica.php?p=otca 
46 Available at http://www.cicplata.org/?id=tratado 
47  Available at http://www.sela.org/celac/quienes-somos/que-es-la-celac/la-calc-simiente-de-la-
celac/ 
48Available at https://albainfo.org/what-is-the-alba/  
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of political cooperation beyond the economic framework, but their primary scope remains 
trade and economic integration49. Hence, I proceed to discard them for the analysis.  
 
 
This process, which is summarized in the following table, gives a total of six regional 
relevant organisations for our purposes: Latin American and Caribbean Economic System 
(SELA)50, Summit of the Americas, Latin American Parliament (Parlatino), Organization 
of American States (OAS), Rio Group, and Union of South American Nations (UNASUR).  
 
                                                             
And http://www.portalalba.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=21&Itemid=139 
49 When organisations such as the Andean Community and MERCOSUR have tried to enforce the 
political dialogue, the consequence has been a revival of internal disputes putting in jeopardy the 
future of the organization itself. The renouncement of Venezuela to the Andean Community in 
1995 and the delicate situation within this organisation in the last ten years as the result of new 
topics in the agenda beyond trade and economic integration, such as the situation of indigenous 
populations, provides some support for this statement.  
50  Available at http://walk.sela.org/attach/258/default/T023600000397-0-
Convenio_de_Panama_(enero_2006).pdf 
And http://www.sela.org/es/que-es-el-sela/ 
Table 3: Regional Organisation selection process 
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5.2 MILITARIZED INTERSTATE DISPUTES 
Having defined the relevant regional organisations for this paper, the next step is to 
identify the conflicts in which they could play a role.  For this purpose, as it was 
mentioned in the methodology section, I use the version 4.01 of the data set Militarized 
Interstate Disputes of Glenn Palmer, Vito D'Orazio, Michael Kenwick, and Matthew Lane 
(2015) from the Correlates of War (COW) project. These authors have compiled 4599 cases 
that involve menace, display, or use force at the interstate level between 1816 and 2010. 
Among those 4599 cases, 20 are linked to South American countries as conflicting parties 
within the timeframe 1990 – 2010 (See following table). 
 
From those twenty cases, the COW project provides a brief summary of key actors and 
actions of cases between 1993 and 201051; this information is gather in two documents, 
which I will refer in the following lines as COW project MID narrative (1993-2001)52 and 
COW project MID narrative (2002-2010)53 respectively. The information will allow me to 
                                                             
51 The MID-level ZIP file contains five files: the MID_v4.0_Codebook (that describes the files format 
and the variables contained in the MIDA_4.01 and MIDB_4.01); the MIDA_4.01 (the dataset at the 
dispute level); MIDB_4.01 (the dataset at the participant level from which the information was 
taken); MID_Narrative_1993-2001 (a document that contains a brief summary of the MIDs cases 
from 1993 until 2001); and, MID_Narrative_2002-2010 (a document that contains a brief summary 
of the MIDs cases from 2002 until 2010). All this files and documents are available at  
http://www.correlatesofwar.org/data-sets/MIDs  
52 I am referring to MID_Narrative_1993-2001 (a document that contains a brief summary of the 
MIDs cases from 1993 until 2001). 
53 I am referring to MID_Narrative_2002-2010 (a document that contains a brief summary of the 
MIDs cases from 2002 until 2010). 
Dispute N.3 Dispute N. 4  Year
4507 41002 Colombia Venezuela 2010
4504 40901 Ecuador Colombia 2009
4505 40902 Colombia Venezuela 2009
4502 40801 Colombia Ecuador 2008
4503 40802 Venezuela Colombia 2008
4501 40701 Colombia Ecuador 2007
4499 40601 Colombia Ecuador 2006
4500 40602 Venezuela Colombia 2006
4498 40501 Ecuador Colombia 2005
4495 40301 Venezuela Colombia 2003
4496 40302 Brazil Peru 2003
4262 -9 Colombia Venezuela 2000
4189 -9 Peru Ecuador 1998
4144 -9 Peru Ecuador 1997
4172 -9 Colombia Venezuela 1997
4143 -9 Ecuador Peru 1995**
4009 -9 Colombia Venezuela 1995
4013* -9 Ecuador Peru 1995
4219 -9 Colombia Venezuela 1994
3987 -9 Ecuador Peru 1991
Conflicting parties
Table 4: MID cases 
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identify if some of the listed cases have a shared root cause and if they are unsolved 
previous cases.   
5.2.1 Ecuador – Peru 
 
Analysing the brief summary of the cases between Ecuador and Peru54, it is possible to 
identify a shared root cause:  border delimitation (Einaudi 1999). The COW project MID 
narrative (1993-2001) makes a short reference to the origin of this conflict by going back 
in time to the XIX Century regarding the end of the Spaniard Viceroyalties and the vague 
borders left by Spain. In fact, the Ecuador – Peru started before the timeframe of this 
research (Einaudi 1999) and was solved only at the end of the 1900s. 
 
Strong tensions between these two countries led to the conformation of a group of 
guarantors of the Rio Protocol signed between Peru and Ecuador in 1942. Since then, 
Brazil, Argentina, Chile, had an active role in de-escalating tensions in unresolved issues 
between the conflicting parties. It was only during a period of time in which Ecuador tried 
to engage the OAS, the UN and the Vatican in the solution of the conflict, in an attempt 
to neglect the validity of the Rio Protocol and the relevance of its guarantors. However, 
those attempts were not successful and the regional organisations did not play a role in 
the management of this conflict55 (Einaudi 1999:418). Hence, it is possible to say that the 
third parties that actually deescalate the tensions in this conflict and also achieve to 
resolve the conflict were the guarantors, and not a regional organization like OAS. 
 
                                                             
54 I can justify this presumption based on the literature regarding the conflict between Ecuador 
and Peru. At this point, it is important to note that this paper does not aim to take sides on the 
dispute, but to determine if any regional organization in South America played a significant role 
in managing the conflict.  
55 Einaudi (1999) highlights the unity among the guarantors during this process as one of the most 
relevant to solve the conflict. On this regard, he says that “guarantor unity was also very helpful 
in dealing with the Organization of American States, the United Nations, and the Vatican – other 
third parties with an interest in the outcome but not directly involved in the negotiations.” Hence, 
I do not make this assertion based on my own perception as Peruvian.  
Dispute N.3 Dispute N. 4  Year
4189 -9 Peru Ecuador 1998
4144 -9 Peru Ecuador 1997
4143 -9 Ecuador Peru 1995**
4013* -9 Ecuador Peru 1995
3987 -9 Ecuador Peru 1991
Conflicting parties
Table 5: MID Cases Ecuador - Peru 
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5.2.2 Brazil – Peru56 
                           
Table 6: MID Cases Brazil - Peru 
 
The COW project MID narrative (2002-2010) mentions the use of force by Brazil against 
a Peruvian village near the border. According to the authors, Brazil mobilized about 100 
Brazilian troops, which were backed by military helicopters. The possible root cause 
seems to be unclear, although Palmer et al (2015) affirm that it could be found on a timber 
dispute between villages located on the borders. 
 
The websites of ministries of foreign affairs of both countries do not make any reference 
to this case.  All the opposite, it seems that in 2003 both countries saw a process of 
strengthening of their bilateral 57   through the signature of the MERCOSUR – Peru 
Economic Complementation Agreement (ACE-58) and the Memorandum of 
Understanding on Protection and Vigilance of the Amazon Region, bases for the “Strategic 
Alliance” with Peru.  
 
If the said Memorandum of Understanding was an attempt to de-escalate the conflict due 
to its focus on the Vigilance of the Amazon Region, then it is possible to infer the following: 
First, that it was solved at a bilateral level; Second, that regional organisations did not 
intervene in the process (in fact, there is no reference to this conflict in any regional 
organisation); and, third, that it was of low intensity given that the conflict did not make 
it to the front page of the newspapers in Brazil and Peru58.  
 
Based on this, I can exclude this cases from the analysis of the role of regional 
organisations in conflict management.  
 
                                                             
56 I use of data from the COW project MID narrative (2002-2010), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Brazil, Brazilian newspapers, documents from regional organisations where both conflicting 
parties are state members.  
57 http://www.itamaraty.gov.br/en/ficha-pais/11501-republic-of-peru 
58 Different documents were analysed from the website of the OAS. First the list of ‘Reuniones de 
Consulta de Ministros de Relaciones Exteriores’ Meetings of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs (in the 2003 there was no meeting); The General Assembly of the OAS’ thirty-third regular 
session and non-special session that year; and, the twenty-three resolutions and declarations of 
the Permanent Council of the OAS.  
Dispute N.3 Dispute N. 4  Year
4496 40302 Brazil Peru 2003
Conflicting parties
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5.2.3 Colombia – Ecuador  
 
Regarding the relation between Colombia and Ecuador, the dataset provides five cases 
within the timeframe. The COW project MID narrative (2002-2010) hints that these cases 
are linked to a spill-over effect of the Colombian domestic conflict (The fight against drug 
cartels and terrorism). The narrative of the case 4504, clearly states that “[s]imilar to 
previous MIDs involving Ecuador and Colombia, the underlying issue between the two 
countries remains to be military tensions over actions against rebels operating in the two 
countries.” (COW project MID narrative 2002-2010:22) 
 
In cases 4498 (in 20015) and 4504 (in 2009), Ecuador moved its troops to reinforce its 
border with Colombia due to the incursions by Colombian rebels. These episodes are not 
mentioned neither in the websites of the ministries of foreign affairs nor in the two most 
important newspapers of both countries59.  
 
The remaining three cases (4499, 4501, and 4502) are also a display of force of Colombia 
in the Ecuadorian territory. One of them, Operation Phoenix, was widely known in the 
region. In this operation, the Colombian armed forces made a military incursion in a 
terrorist camp in the border with Ecuador, but on the Ecuadorian side.  That implied a 
violation of its sovereignty due to the fact that the Ecuadorian government was neither 
informed nor authorised such attack by Colombian forces.  
 
Ecuador and Venezuela (as an ally of the former) denounced the Colombian incursion to 
the international organisations. Colombia, on the other hand, informed the international 
public opinion that the laptop seized from Raul Reyes, a leader of the terrorist group 
FARC killed in the military incursion, had information linking this organisation to the 
governments of those countries. The diplomatic relations between Colombia and Ecuador 
                                                             
59 In the case of Ecuador is ‘El Telégrafo’ and in the case of Colombia is ‘El Espectador’. 
Dispute N.3 Dispute N. 4  Year
4504 40901 Ecuador Colombia 2009
4502 40801 Colombia Ecuador 2008
4501 40701 Colombia Ecuador 2007
4499 40601 Colombia Ecuador 2006
4498 40501 Ecuador Colombia 2005
Conflicting parties
Table 7: MID Cases Colombia - Ecuador 
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were suspended. At this point, the role of regional organisations played an important role, 
making this a relevant case of analysis. 
5.2.4 Colombia – Venezuela 
 
The relation between Colombia and Venezuela in the last two decades has not been easy. 
In fact, the bilateral relation has been deeply engraved by a list of violent incidents as a 
result of the illegal operation of drug dealers, coca-growers, FARC attacks and 
paramilitary groups along their 1200 mile border.  
 
Although the border dispute between these two countries was settled in 1995 and 
signposts were fixed to mark it, civilians and army forces from both sides crossed the 
imaginary line that constitutes the limit of their territories. Cases such as the killing of a 
Colombian farmer by Venezuelan forces in 1995, the attack of Colombian rebels that 
ambushed Venezuelan troops in 1997, the bombardment of coca plantations in Colombia 
by Venezuelan forces in 2000, or the continuous military incursions of Venezuelan troops 
in the Colombian territory, were a recurrent issue in their bilateral agenda. 
 
In 2008, the incursion of Colombian troops in Ecuador also was taken by Venezuela as a 
pretext to move military forces to its border with Colombia arguing that the spill over of 
the Colombian domestic conflict was a direct threat to the peace and security of the 
Western side of the country. After accusations of the Colombian government that indicate 
the existence of links between the government of Hugo Chavez and the Colombian rebels, 
the bilateral relations were suspended. 
 
As a result of the permanent tension between Colombia and Venezuela, the bilateral 
dialogue was fragile and the intervention of regional organisations was seen as key in de-
Dispute N.3 Dispute N. 4  Year
4507 41002 Colombia Venezuela 2010
4505 40902 Colombia Venezuela 2009
4503 40802 Venezuela Colombia 2008
4500 40602 Venezuela Colombia 2006
4495 40301 Venezuela Colombia 2003
4262 -9 Colombia Venezuela 2000
4172 -9 Colombia Venezuela 1997
4009 -9 Colombia Venezuela 1995
4219 -9 Colombia Venezuela 1994
Conflicting parties
Table 8: MID Cases Colombia - Venezuela 
53 
 
escalating the conflict. Hence, the conflict between Colombia – Venezuela is a relevant 
case of study for this paper. 
5.3 THE ROLE OF REGIONAL ORGANISATIONS IN INTERSTATE 
CONFLICT MANAGEMENT BETWEEN 1990 AND 2010. 
 
I have previously narrowed down to a number of six the list of relevant regional 
organisations according to their regional scope and its fulfilment of Morgan’s criteria: 
OAS, Parlatino, SELA, Rio Group, Summit of the Americas and UNASUR. 
 
I have also identified two scenarios of recurrent conflicts in South America between 1990 
and 2010 according to the Correlates of War (COW) project, and in which there is room 
for the intervention of regional organisations: Colombia - Ecuador and Colombia – 
Venezuela. 
 
The next step would be to cross these two elements to identify the specific scenarios in 
which regional organisations played a role in managing the conflict. I began by gathering 
information from the OAS with regard to these conflicts. It was interesting to note that 
only one Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of OAS60 between 1990 
and 2010 was held to address a specific episode in those conflicts: the airstrike against a 
camp of Colombian rebels in Ecuador, this is, the Phoenix operation described before. 
 
The resolutions and Declarations of the General Assembly of the OAS in both, regular 
and special Sessions, do not make any reference to the conflicts described above. That 
means that although these topics could have been in the official statements of the 
representatives of Colombia, Venezuela or Ecuador, was not discussed in the Assembly 
and, hence, no resolution was specifically adopted at that level.  
 
Likewise, the Permanent Council does not have any reference in its Resolutions and 
Declarations, with the exception of the CP/RES.930/08 on 4 March 2008 calling for a 
Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs in 2008 and creating an ad-hoc 
                                                             
60 “The Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs is held in order to consider problems 
of an urgent nature and of common interest to the member states of the Organization of American 
States and to serve as the Organ of Consultation on such matters”. Available at 
http://www.oas.org/en/about/meetings_foreign_affairs.asp) 
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commission headed by the Secretary General, Jose Miguel Insulza, with the mandate to 
visit the conflicting parties. Yet again, as in the case of General Assembly and with the 
said exception, it does not mean that representatives of the conflicting parties do not use 
this Council as a platform to create awareness about the potential escalation of a conflict; 
but not necessarily their official statement lead to an active role of the organisation in the 
conflict. 
 
As an example of the above, it is possible to mention the intervention of the representative 
of Colombia to the OAS, Ambassador Alfonso Hoyos who, in the middle of the tensions 
created by the opposition of Venezuela to the military agreement between Colombia and 
the United States, protested for what Colombia considered a clear intervention of 
Venezuela in Colombian domestic affairs61. Later on, Ambassador Hoyos also reported to 
the OAS, in November of that year, the demolition of Venezuelan army forces of two 
bridges in the border between these two countries without previous consultation with 
Colombia62. In both cases, there was no reaction or an official document issued by any of 
the bodies of the OAS. 
 
Hence, it is clear that although OAS can be a platform to ventilate the concerns of the 
parties with regard to the escalation of conflicts in South America, it has only played once 
an active role in the region, between 1990 and 2010: in the tensions between Colombia 
and Ecuador in 2008. The highest level of engagement in this case was the Meeting of 
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, as it can be seen in table 9. 
 
The following organization under scrutiny is Parlatino or Latin American and Caribbean 
Parliament. According to the files available online, there has not been any mention to the 
conflicts that are part of this analysis. This organisation has neither played a relevant 
role nor has attempted to have one. It constitutes a space of dialogue but without further 
implications for the region. 
 
                                                             
61 Espectador, El (2009). Colombia y Venezuela trasladan a la OEA rencillas sobre acuerdo militar. 
Available at  http://www.elespectador.com/articulo158106-colombia-y-venezuela-trasladan-oea-
rencillas-sobre-acuerdo-militar 
62 Nación, La (2009). Colombia denuncio a Venezuela en la OEA por volar dos puentes. Available 
at http://www.lanacion.com.ar/1202198-colombia-denuncio-a-venezuela-en-la-oea-por-volar-dos-
puentes 
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Likewise, SELA has not engaged in those conflicts, mainly because the organisation is 
focused on economic cooperation, coordination and dialogue in the region. Hence, it does 
not have a role in conflict management.   
 
The Rio Group, the next organization based on a chronological order of its creation, had a 
focus in domestic issues such as the role of democracy, human rights, poverty and hunger, 
sustainable development, TICs, and natural disasters.  Its maximum level was the 
Presidential Summit which in 2007 agreed to meet every two years whilst the meeting at 
Ministerial level was supposed to maintain its annual meeting.  
 
The participation of the Rio Group in conflict management at Presidential level was only 
evident in its XX Summit held in Dominican Republic in March 2008. In that context, the 
Presidents issued a specific declaration expressing their concern with regard to military 
intervention of Colombia in Ecuadorian territory during the Phoenix operation. The 
Declaration makes explicit reference to the actions taken by the OAS in seeking de-
escalate the conflict and offers its good offices63.  
 
Journals in Colombia reported the results of this meeting as key in de-escalating the 
conflict and made emphasis on Presidents Uribe and Correa shaking hands with promises 
to not commit any aggression against a “brotherly country” and the apologies of the 
Colombian President to its Ecuadorian counterpart. Although the level of conflict with 
Ecuador diminished and the bilateral dialogue continued, the bilateral diplomatic 
relations were only resumed in 201064. 
 
There is no evidence that those conflicts were part of the agenda of the Ministers of the 
Rio Group during those years. However, from the last meeting held on 13 November 2008 
in Zacatecas, Mexico, it can be inferred that the topic was not high in the agenda as it was 
not mentioned in the Joint Statement despite the interest shown by the Presidents 
months earlier in the XX Summit. 
 
The Summit of the Americas, another regional organisation, has not played any clear role 
in conflict management in the region. In fact, the Declarations or official statements 
                                                             
6363  Tiempo, el (2008). Declaración de la XX Cumbre del Grupo de Rio. Available at 
http://www.eltiempo.com/archivo/documento/CMS-3991610 
64 Tiempo, el (2008). Colombia y Ecuador zanjaron crisis diplomática con apretón de manos en Grupo de Rio. 
Available at http://www.eltiempo.com/archivo/documento/CMS-3989622 
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published online do not make any reference to the conflicts between Colombia and 
Venezuela or Colombia and Ecuador. Although it could be a platform for informal dialogue 
amongst the Presidents of the region, there is no clear engagement of the organisation as 
such. 
 
Finally, the most recent organisation in our list, UNASUR, seems to have played a more 
significant role although with a clear emphasis on conflicts after 2010, this is, outside our 
time framework. Nonetheless, most authors would agree that UNASUR had a significant 
role in de-escalating the conflict between Colombia and Venezuela in 2009, after President 
Uribe announced the negotiation of a Military agreement with the United States as part 
of its efforts to fight drug lords and rebel groups. In that sense, Soriano (2011) argues that 
although this conflict was taken first to OAS by the Colombian delegate (as pointed out 
before) the end of the conflict was reached thanks to the intervention of UNASUR in 2010.  
 
The Summit of UNASUR held in Bariloche in August 2009, was the scenario of strong 
positions of the Heads of State that attended the meeting, including Alvaro Uribe. 
Presidents Lula da Silva, Rafael Correa and Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner requested a 
meeting with President Obama to inquire about the purpose of the military agreement, 
something which was criticised by President Uribe65.  
 
The Declaration at the end of the meeting did not make any reference to the conflict 
between Colombia and Venezuela, but the topic was high in the agenda of UNASUR at 
Ministerial level. According to an article published by the BBC in November 2009, the 
Secretary of State of the United States, Hillary Clinton, sent a letter to UNASUR’s 
member states the day before of this meeting indicating explicitly that the military 
agreement with Colombia will be implemented with absolute respect to the sovereignty 
and integrity of other countries in the region.66  
 
Despite the assurances of Colombia and the United States that the military agreement 
would not have an impact in the sovereignty of other countries, the conflict remained at a 
very high level. In fact, the Minister of Defence of Colombia, Gabriel Silva, said the day 
                                                             
65  Nación, la (2009). Tras una tensa reunión, la Unasur consensuo un documento, pero sin 
definición sobre las bases de EE.UU. Available at http://www.lanacion.com.ar/1167908-tras-una-
tensa-reunion-la-unasur-consensuo-un-documento-pero-sin-definicion-sobre-las-bases-de-eeuu 
66  BBC Mundo (2009). Unasur acepta garantías de Colombia y EE.UU. Available at 
http://www.bbc.com/mundo/america_latina/2009/11/091127_0043_unasur_quito_jg.shtml 
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before the Ministers of UNASUR met in Quito that his country would make all possible 
to avoid a war with Venezuela, but that he would be ready to fight and win. The Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela, Nicolas Maduro, replied that Silva was “a crazy and 
irresponsible snipper, warlord, who has started to shoot against Venezuela from 
Bogota”.67 This level of tension would take more than a letter to fade-off. 
 
It was the election of Juan Manuel Santos in 2010 which opened the path for a new 
dialogue towards the de-escalation of the conflict. In July that year, as elected President, 
Santos met Nestor Kirchner, Secretary General of UNASUR and former President of 
Argentina, whilst the future Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia, Maria Angela 
Holguin, said to the press that the dialogue with Kirchner was very important for the 
relations between her country and its neighbours and highlighted Kirchner’s role as 
Secretary General of UNASUR in the dialogue leading to resume the diplomatic relations 
with Ecuador and Venezuela68.  
 
On 6 August 2010, Nestor Kirchner and the President of Brazil, Luis Inacio “Lula” da 
Silva, met Hugo Chavez in Caracas to seek a solution to the conflict between Venezuela 
and Colombia69. The following day, Kirchner and Lula da Silva flew to Colombia to 
participate in the Oath of Office of President Juan Manuel Santos in Bogota70, opportunity 
in which both visitors had the opportunity to talk in private with Santos after their 
meeting with Chavez.  
 
A few days later, on 10 August 2010, President Juan Manuel Santos met President Hugo 
Chavez in Santa Clara (Colombia). After a meeting of more than four hours, both heads 
of state announced the reestablishment of their diplomatic relations71.   Few months later, 
                                                             
67 Ibíd. 
68  Voz, La (2010). Kirchner: La reunión con Santos fue muy fructífera. Available at 
http://www.lavoz.com.ar/noticias/mundo/kirchner-la-reunion-con-santos-fue-muy-fructifera 
69 Telesur. Video. Lula y Kirchner se reúnen con Chávez para mediar por conflicto con Colombia. 
Available at http://videos.telesurtv.net/video/13731/lula-y-kirchner-se-reunen-con-chavez-para-
mediar-por-conflicto-con-colombia 
70 Clarín (2010). Kirchner se reunión con Santos antes de la asunción del colombiano. Available at 
http://www.clarin.com/politica/Kirchner-Santos_0_312568952.html 
Universo, el (2010). Lula, optimista sobre reunión Colombia y Venezuela. Available at 
http://www.eluniverso.com/2010/08/09/1/1361/lula-optimista-sobre-reunion-colombia-
venezuela.html 
71 Semana (2010). Colombia y Venezuela restablecen las relaciones diplomáticas. Available at 
http://www.semana.com/nacion/articulo/colombia-venezuela-restablecen-relaciones-
diplomaticas/120388-3 
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in November 2010, Santos and Correa would announce the restoration of the diplomatic 
relations between Colombia and Ecuador72.  
 
In this way, after the intense activity of OAS/Rio Group in the first case of the conflict 
with Ecuador, and the participation of UNASUR in the case of the conflict with Venezuela, 
Colombia was resuming the diplomatic dialogue with its neighbours to minimise the 
effects of the incidents, at least in the immediate future. 
 
These two cases serve to draw the following conclusions in the analysis:  
 
First, the relevance of the regional organisations as fora for the informal Presidential 
dialogue which could serve as communication channel to address the conflict. In fact, 
Presidential statements in those fora seem to be more relevant than the Presidential 
Declaration which might or not make reference to the conflict. 
 
Second, the engagement of the Presidents seems to be relevant for assessing the conflict. 
This is not only clear in the XX summit of the Rio Group but also in the Presidential 
summits of UNASUR.  
 
Third, the elapse of time between the critical point of the incident and the meeting of the 
Consultation Group in OAS and the Rio Group (in this case was more a coincidence than 
an intentional call for this meeting) in the case of the conflict between Colombia and 
Ecuador, served to de-escalate the conflict but not to provide a final solution. In the case 
of the conflict between Colombia and Venezuela, the time meeting was not conveyed 
immediately and the conflict remained at a high level for a long period of time.  
 
It should be noted the high relevance that South American Presidents have on these 
matters as described above and the null influence of the parliaments (as became clear 
with the decision of the Parlatino to not intervene or make reference to those conflicts). 
The fact that the bilateral relations of Colombia with its neighbours could only happen 
after the election of a new President gives further support to this statement. 
 
                                                             
72 20 minutos (2010). Colombia y Ecuador restablecen relaciones diplomáticas tras más de dos años 
de tensión. Available at http://www.20minutos.es/noticia/886743/0/colombia/ecuador/relaciones/ 
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Nonetheless, an interesting fact should be highlighted. In the case of the participation of 
OAS in the conflict between Colombia and Ecuador, the participation of the Secretary 
General was requested by all state members according to the decision taken by the 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs. This implies a passive role of the Secretary General in 
conflict management in the region.  
 
On the other hand, it has been reported that Juan Manuel Santos perceived the Secretary 
General of UNASUR as a key actor in the management of the conflict with Venezuela, 
which implies a more active role of the Secretary General on this issue. However, it should 
be equally noted that it is not clear to what extent the intervention of President Lula da 
Silva helped to achieve this outcome. 
 
From the above, it could be inferred that regional organisations with a closer regional 
scope might play a more important role than those that contain member states from 
outside the region. This argument could be complemented by mentioning the position of 
the United States in the OAS in the XXV Meeting of Consultation of the Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs in which its delegate refused to support all articles of the Resolution 
adopted in that meeting, particularly in reference to the rejection of the intervention of 
Colombia in Ecuador. The United States based its position on the Colombian right to act 
on self-defence73.  
 
Finally, the effectiveness of the intervention of these regional organisations remain 
unclear due the causality factor, as explained in the methodology section. In an attempt 
to tackle this issue, it could be inferred that in the case of the conflict between Colombia 
and Ecuador, the most effective organisation was the Rio Group which allowed the 
Presidents to face this situation immediately and in an informal setting. However, it is 
not possible to affirm conclusively that the de-escalation of this episode could have been 
reached with or without the participation of OAS and UNASUR. 
 
The effectiveness of UNASUR also can be contested in the management of the conflict 
between Colombia and Venezuela. However, the evidence indicates that UNASUR played 
an important role in de-escalating the tensions although the conflict lasted for a longer 
period of time.  
                                                             
73 Aporrea (2008). OEA resuelve rechazar incursión militar a Ecuador por parte de Colombia. 
Available at http://www.aporrea.org/actualidad/n110979.html 
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The following table provides an overview of the intervention of regional organisations in 
the cases of study described in the lines above. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS 
 
South America is perceived by some scholars as one of the most peaceful areas in the 
world. However, South America is neither totally peaceful nor completely violent. In fact, 
the dataset used in this paper shows that between 1990 and 2010 the region has 
experienced at least twenty situations of conflict involved menace, display or use of force. 
 
This paper makes a clear distinction between South America and Latin America, defining 
the first as the population for the analysis, excluding Guyana, Suriname and the French 
Guiana. It also identifies OAS and UNASUR as the only reginal organisations that have 
played a role in conflict management in South America between 1990 and 2010. This does 
not ignore the relevance of other institutions such as CELAC and Rio Group as platforms 
for political dialogue, but makes emphasis on those regional organisations that have gone 
one step further. 
 
Along the previous lines I have argued that it is not the mere existence of the regional 
organisations but the level of engagement of authorities and reaction time of state 
members of the regional organisations, together with the geographical scope, which 
constitute the key factors for the success of regional organisations in interstate military 
conflict management in South America. From the analysis, I can draw the following 
conclusions. 
 
First, it is clear that regional organisations are conceived by South American countries as 
tribunes to ventilate their positions, concerns and demands. They are mainly a dialogue 
platform rather than institutions with an independent perspective. The national interest 
of state parties prevail over the interests of the group, weakening the capacity of those 
organisations to play a role as independent actors in the region. 
 
Nonetheless, the active participation of OAS, Rio Group and UNASUR by the late 2010s 
show an attempt of South American countries to give regional organisations an increasing 
role in the region. This is particularly the case of UNASUR, given that the Rio Group has 
merged with CALC in CELAC in 2011 and the participation of the United States in the 
OAS still creates suspicions and distrust from South American Countries. 
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Second, it is clear that South American Presidents play a key role in interstate military 
conflict management. It is this level of engagement within regional organisations that has 
allowed these to participate in the management of the conflicts Colombia – Venezuela and 
Colombia-Ecuador. The election of a new President in Colombia is also an enabler of the 
dialogue and reestablishment of diplomatic relations with its neighbour, emphasising the 
role of head of states in South America.  
 
Third, the reaction time seems to be key in de-escalating conflicts in South America. The 
rapid intervention of OAS in the conflict Ecuador-Colombia had an important effect which 
led both Presidents to shake hands shortly after the military incursion of Colombian 
troops in Ecuadorian territory. This was not the case of the Conflict Colombia-Venezuela 
which remained at a high level of tension for more than a year. However, these results 
should be taken with caution because heads of state might also prefer to maintain a high 
level of tension for domestic gains or, as in the case of Hugo Chavez, to consolidate its 
leadership amongst a group of states (ALBA). 
 
Fourth, the regional scope played a relative role in interstate conflict management in 
South America during the period of time under analysis. OAS and Rio Group have 
amongst their members all Latin American countries, but this was not a limitation for 
their participation in the conflict Colombia-Ecuador. However, they did not play a role in 
the conflict Colombia – Venezuela.  
 
And, finally, the role of Brazil as the regional hegemon is unclear with regard to the 
regional organisations, particularly UNASUR. Brazil has offered logistic support during 
the dialogue process between the conflicting parties and tried to avoid interfering on the 
role of UNASUR. During the conflict Colombia – Venezuela, Brazil opted for a direct 
approach, outside UNASUR, with President Lula engaging in talks with President Hugo 
Chavez and the newly elected President of Colombia Juan Manuel Santos in 201074.  
 
This paper has focused on the role of regional organisations on interstate conflict 
management and, hence, has excluded the analysis of the contribution that those 
                                                             
74 As one of the diplomat interviewed for this paper said, Brazil seems to avoid a direct engagement 
in UNASUR to avoid suspicions on other States on the reasons behind the Brazilian support to the 
regional organisation.  
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organisations have made in the management of intrastate or domestic conflict in the 
region, an area in which they seemed to have been more actively engaged. New 
developments in South America have also seen a more mature UNASUR in interstate 
conflict management, which should lead to a complementary research to identify if the 
perception of South American countries with regard to the role of regional organisation 
on this matter has changed or remains the same. After all, despite the perception of some 
scholars, South America might not be the most pacific region in the world. 
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8.1 INTERVIEW GUIDE 
The following is the Interview Guide used for this research. It is written in Spanish as it is the mother 
tongue of the interviewees. 
 
Introducción 
a) Explicar el propósito de la investigación (tesis, expandir y profundizar en el 
conocimiento de la región Sudamericana) y como voy a tratar la información recolectada 
de la presente entrevista. 
b) Enfatizar la importancia de la confidencialidad, y dejar abierta la posibilidad si 
prefiere que no mencione su nombre y me refiera a él como diplomático latinoamericano; 
ya que quisiera saber su punto de vista como diplomático con experiencia, mas no como 
representante de su país. Pedir permiso para poder grabar la entrevista, enfatizar que 
dicha grabación sería usada con fines académicos para la presente investigación. 
c) Explicar el procedimiento que se seguirá a continuación durante la entrevista y 
preguntar con cuanto tiempo dispone para la presente entrevista. 
Atmósfera 
a) Hacer que el entrevistado se sienta cómodo. No existen respuestas correctas o 
erradas. El objetivo es conocer y aprender de la visión que tiene un diplomático a través 
del ejercicio de la profesión.  
Temas principales 
I. Sudamérica 
a) Algunos académicos consideran que Sudamérica es una región muy pacifica debido 
a que el siglo anterior solo hubo dos conflictos armados. Que opina al respecto? 
b) Desde su perspectiva cual viene a ser el origen de conflicto más común en la región? 
i) Limites. 
ii) Desbordamiento de un conflicto interno en territorio de países vecinos. 
iii) Ideologías.  
iv) Etnicidad / Identidad 
v) Otros: 
c) De esas categorías, cuáles son las que producen disputas mas violentas? 
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II. Manejo y Resolución de conflictos entre estados 
a) Cual es el mecanismo más empleado por los estados sudamericanos para la 
resolución de disputas desde 1990? 
i) Porque los estados optan por ese mecanismo? 
b) Cuál es el mecanismo menos usado por los estados? 
i) A qué se debe? 
 
III. Rol de los Organismos Regionales 
a) Considera que los organismos regionales en Sudamérica tienen un rol activo en el 
manejo y/ resolución de disputas entre estados?  
i) Ha cambiado esto en las últimas décadas? 
b) Cuál es el rol de los estados sudamericanos en este ámbito? 
i) Porque los estados aceptan un rol activo de los organismos regionales para el 
manejo o la resolución de la disputa que pueden tener con otro país? 
c) Cual considera que es el organismo regional con mayor participación en la 
resolución de disputas entre estados en Sudamérica?  
i) Cree que es exitoso?  
ii) Como define o mide el éxito de ese organismo regional? 
iii) Cuáles son los elementos de la organización que le permiten alcanzar este 
éxito? 
d) Como ve el rol de otras organizaciones en la región Latinoamericana como el Grupo 
de Rio, MERCOSUR, CAN, CELAC, OEA, UNASUR? 
e) Cree usted que la diplomacia presidencial juega un rol imprescindible en el manejo 
y/o resolución de conflictos en la región o es la estructura de la organización 
regional un elemento suficiente para el manejo y/o resolución de disputas en 
Sudamérica? 
f) Durante mi investigación encontré dos casos que me llamaron la atención. La 
disputa entre Ecuador y Colombia en el 2008 y una disputa entre Colombia y 
Venezuela en el 2010. Porque Ecuador no espero a la próxima reunión de la OEA 
u otro organismo para hacer la denuncia a diferencia de Colombia? Porque la 
diferencia de tiempos? 
g) Que determina el tiempo de reacción y el nivel al que se produce la reacción de los 
organismos regionales? 
h) Como ve el rol de Estados Unidos y de Brasil en el manejo de disputas en 
Sudamérica?  
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i) Cree que existe una percepción común sobre estos países en Sudamerica? 
 
IV. Casos 
a) [De acuerdo con el data set75 de disputas militarizadas entre estados, Sudamérica 
ha experimentado considerables tensiones. Si vemos el periodo entre 1990 y el 
2010, este banco de datos arroja 19 casos de disputas entre estados.] Además de 
las disputas mencionadas, conoce alguno de estos otros casos? 
 
Cierre de la entrevista 
a) Considera que hay algún tópico que no hemos abordado en esta entrevista que le 
gustaría agregar? 
b) Cree que uno de los temas tocados en esta entrevista deberían ser enfatizados o 
profundizados en esta investigación? 
c) Algún consejo?   
d) Le gustaría preguntarme algo? 
  
                                                             
7575 The data set Militarized Interstate Disputes of Palmer, Glenn, Vito D'Orazio, Michael Kenwick, and 
Matthew Lane. 
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8.2 TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW NUMBER 1 
 
S: Susan Ortega Olortegui 
I: Interviewee 1, South American diplomat 
 
S: Una de las cosas que he encontrado es que algunos académicos consideran que Sudamérica es 
una región muy pacífica, debido a que el siglo anterior solo hubo dos conflictos armados. Qué opina 
al respecto? 
 
I: Es correcto, en temas amplios, que en los últimos años la región no ha sufrido muchos conflictos 
armados. Que yo recuerde, uno de los conflictos mayores el de Bolivia con Paraguay; Perú – 
Colombia también tuvieron un conflicto político en los años 30; y Perú – Ecuador que era un poco 
el mas recurrente aunque nunca fue una guerra generalizada, pero conflictos localizados si 
tuvieron de todas maneras víctimas. Lo sustantivo de los conflictos sudamericanos es que se han 
dado por razones de fronteras, y más en el siglo IXX (19) que durante el siglo XX.  
 
En el caso de Perú específicamente es cierto que entramos al siglo XX sin casi ninguna frontera 
totalmente cerrada, pero al cabo de 30 años se cerraron todas las fronteras menos la de Ecuador 
que tuvo que esperar hasta al año 1942. Pero para comentar que en relación con otras realidades 
geográficas, Sudamérica nació a partir del año 1820, estos procesos de descolonización que han 
engendrado muchos problemas por responder a delimitaciones abusivas impuestas por intereses 
exteriores, en fin, en África y en Asia han generado infinidad de conflictos teniendo en cuenta que 
la descolonización es un producto de la II guerra mundial esencialmente, entonces es mucho mas 
joven el proceso y se ha multiplicado más. Entonces en términos relativos los conflictos fronterizos 
en América Latina han sido muchos menores a lo largo del siglo XX porque las fronteras han sido 
delimitadas en el siglo precedente.  
 
Ahora bien, respecto a que siguen persistiendo algunos problemas, tenemos el caso de Chile y 
Argentina que fue uno de los que estuvo a punto de estallar una de las guerras mas importantes 
en el continente, todavía queda pendiente el caso de Laguna de Hielo, pero nadie piensa que eso 
va a generar algún conflicto, esa es la diferencia, han congelado el tema. 
 
En el caso de Perú con Chile, el último gran diferendo es el de la delimitación marítima, queda 
pendiente el tema del famoso triángulo terrestre, pero nadie puede pensar hoy en día que esto 
pueda genera un conflicto; ambos gobiernos tienen demasiados temas en común como para que un 
tema de esta naturaleza pueda engendrar un incidente de opciones.  
 
La solución del tema debe tomar algún tiempo posiblemente, pero no hay, en otras palabras, un 
gran diferendo en Sudamérica hoy en día que pueda engendrar un conflicto abierto. Ahora hay otro 
tema, que tampoco hay otras circunstancias por las cuales haya relaciones conflictivas por 
cuestiones étnicas o religiosas que no sea en América latina porque es un continente mucho mas 
uniforme, mestizo, no hay odios ancestrales y religiosos mucho menos, eso reduce muchísimo el 
margen de conflictos.  
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Finalmente, hay un caso relacionado a la solución pacífica de conflictos que es el Pacto de Bogotá, 
que ha implicado que sean los países latinoamericanos que hacen del recurso más frecuente a 
través de la Corte Internacional de Justicia. Es cierto que la actitud de Colombia ha generado un 
tema de desconfianza pero que no ha crecido mayormente, la prueba es que Chile que tiene muchos 
motivos, y lo ha dicho expresamente, para quejarse de la Corte Internacional de Justicia, reitera 
siempre que se va a mantener en su tradición jurídica de respeto al orden jurídico que ellos mismos 
han aceptado. En otras palabras, hasta el momento, la relativa rebeldía de Colombia frente al 
proceso de justicia y el Pacto de Bogotá, no han generado réplicas. Entonces, hay ese mecanismo 
de solución de controversias que ha sido muy utilizado por los sudamericanos. Y después hay 
situaciones muy particulares como el caso de los garantes, de Perú – Ecuador que es una situación 
sui generis. No se si haya otro caso en el que haya un mecanismo.  
 
S: Una de las dudas que tengo eS: si vemos desde 1990 que es un momento que muchos autores 
consideran como una especie de hito, si vemos solo Sudamérica porque terminaron los gobiernos 
dictatoriales, se considera una era de democratización en la región. Considera que desde 1990 las 
disputas que se dan entre los estados tendrían un origen más de delimitación o de amoldamiento 
de conflictos internos o de un tema de conflictos ideológicos o de identidad? 
 
I: Es cierto que ha habido intercambios o discursos y palabras muy fuertes por ejemplo entre la 
Venezuela de Chávez y la Colombia de Uribe, es claro que ahí estamos ante una fractura ideológica 
muy importante que hubiera podido llegar a mayores pero que no llegó porque, repito, parece 
inimaginable una guerra transfronteriza hoy en día en estos países, aun si los jefes con una 
tendencia de caudillismo tan marcados como los de Chávez y Uribe, no llegaron a un conflicto 
generalizado, es porque la suma de intereses de ambos países implica para todos con espíritu 
racional una imposibilidad de llevarla a mayores, mas allá de la vocalización muy fuerte del 
diferendo como parte del carácter de ambos líderes, pero no llegan a pisar el palito. Es mas, eso 
permite que posteriormente Venezuela sea un autor instrumental importante para el proceso de 
paz con las FARC.  
 
Así que, tienen razón en el sentido que hay otros temas además del territorial, que pueden 
desencadenar un cierto grado de diferendo entre los países, pero cuando te habla del conflicto en la 
hipótesis de partida, te hablaba de un conflicto armado, grados de disenso entre los países siempre 
puede existir. Ahora, la división geopolítica de América Latina digamos mas frecuente en los 
últimos años es hacer una distinción de lo que es la Alianza del Pacífico y lo que es Mercosur, 
básicamente por  cuestiones de índole económica y comercial; ahí no hablamos de una situación de 
conflicto, sino de un modelo económico, de competencia que no pueden generar una situación mas 
difícil entre los países, además los mismos países comparten varios espacios como OEA; CELAC; 
UNASUR para el caso de los países sudamericanos, el caso de UNASUR es quizás el mas 
interesante porque fue concebido como una pequeña OEA sin México y sin USA y con una voluntad 
de oposición a lo que se consideraba un orden interamericano injusto e imperialista, ello fue 
impulsado por los gobiernos de Venezuela y Brasil sobretodo, aunque en su concepción Perú tuvo 
bastante que ver también. Ahora, por eso mismo, porque hay estas distinciones entre los países 
desde el punto de vista ideológico, UNASUR en la práctica operativamente no ha podido servir de 
mucho para la solucionar cuestiones de rivalidad entre presidentes, la toma de decisiones en 
UNASUR se encuentra siempre atada a esta necesidad de consenso entre países con intereses e 
ideologías distintas como Chile y Venezuela por ejemplo es difícil, entonces las resoluciones de 
UNASUR no son muy operativas y los escritos además se están modificando al interior de 
UNASUR porque en un momento se podía pensar que Chile Colombia y relativamente Perú 
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estaban en una situación minoritaria en lo que era el espacio del alba que es el mas dominante, 
pero en realidad UNASUR tiene una razón simbólica de ser, pero no creo que al final vaya a 
sobrevivir como una entidad representativa para su continente, salvo para declaraciones. Tuvo 
quizás un momento importante con la defensa de Correa. 
 
S: Me resulta sumamente importante comparar nuevamente con el tema académico en donde le 
dan mucha esperanza a UNASUR. MERCOSUR y UNASUR son dos de los organismos regionales 
a los que la literatura contemporánea sobre Sudamérica enfatiza mucho. MERCOSUR por el tema 
de integración y las similitudes en el sentido que lo ven como la Unión Europea, mientras que a 
UNASUR se le considera, para empezar, una inspiración brasilera y un movimiento contra USA, 
y se le considera efectivo – porque de los casos que he leído – en el 2008 tiene un rol en dos temas 
de conflicto interno que era el caso de Correa y otro fue el caso de Evo Morales en Bolivia; y, en 
disputa entre estados (entendida como un ataque verbal que no llega a materializarse en un 
conflicto armado) es el caso de Ecuador – Colombia en el 2008, y Colombia – Venezuela en el 2010. 
Me resultó interesante fue saber que en el caso de Ecuador – Colombia si bien ingresó simplemente 
para atenuar  la disputa entre estos dos países, se creó una dirección dentro de UNASUR que 
permitió disminuir la intensidad del conflicto que se estaba generando entre las partes. Por otro 
lado, en el caso de Colombia – Venezuela fue que un diplomático colombiano, en una de las 
asambleas de la OEA, quien hizo referencia a que en el estado venezolano se encontraban 
paramilitares y guerrilleros colombianos, que probablemente estaban recibiendo apoyo del 
gobierno venezolano, y a pesar de que se destapó este tema en el marco de la OEA, se terminó 
resolviendo en UNASUR, por lo menos es lo que he encontrado en la literatura.  
 
I: Si tienes razón en el sentido de que justamente en esos años UNASUR haya sido creado 
justamente para eso, para escaparse del régimen norteamericano, ahora, yo no se si es que, en ese 
momento no se hubiera solucionado igualmente el tema con un mecanismo bilateral, posiblemente 
con la intervención de algún otro país. UNASUR quizás facilitó el espacio pero yo creo que después 
de esas experiencias, y en el caso de Correa o en el de Evo, efectivamente hubo un tema real de 
peligro del jefe de estado, pero después me da la impresión de que UNASUR ya entró en una etapa 
en donde las diferencias ideológicas ya fueron más marcadas.  
 
Quizás, y esto es una teoría que se me acaba de ocurrir,  la aparición de la alianza pacífico ha 
influido en esto porque aun cuando ésta no tiene una vocación ideológica, en la práctica ha reunido 
a países con mas o menos los mismos fundamentos económicos, las mismas actitudes comerciales, 
también una cierta actitud frente a los mecanismos institucionales democráticos, hay una cláusula 
democrática en la Alianza Pacífico. Estoy pensando en esto porque, después fue muy difícil cuando 
Evo en el año 2012 o 2013 fue maltratado en alguna medida por, no se si recuerdas, creo que se 
sospechaba que en su avión le habían escondido a Julian Assange, cuando pensaban que Evo podía 
estar en Europa y le prohibieron aterrizar en Austria  y otros países europeos, y fue un escándalo; 
ello provocó una reunión urgentísima en UNASUR para emitir una resolución de apoyo a Evo 
Morales, aunque fue muy difícil sacar un texto fuerte que se quería de condena ante estas actitudes, 
fue una reunión en Cochambamba (Bolivia) a la que no fue Perú ni Chile me parece, habría que 
revisarlo.  
 
Luego hay el caso, bastante penoso en su momento, de las elecciones en Venezuela, antes de ellas, 
cuando fueron los movimientos de protesta con Capriles, hubo una reunión extraordinaria de 
UNASUR en Lima sobre las elecciones venezolanas, en la cual un poco se blindó al régimen 
venezolano pero de una manera relativa, haciendo una especie de mecanismo de seguimiento de la 
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queja de la oposición sobre los votos, pero fue un mecanismo bastante soft, y un llamado al cese de 
la violencia porque habían habido muertos. Pero el solo hecho que el canciller de esa época, hiciera 
un llamado a volverse a reunir si era necesario para insistir en estos temas que básicamente 
pasaban por la transparencia y la investigación, hicieron que Maduro se volviera una bestia peluda 
y dijo que el canciller Roncagliolo había cometido el error de su vida, fue un momento muy fuerte 
y de mucha tensión. Todo esto, dentro del contexto en que creo que Venezuela esperaba del Perú 
una actitud mucho más complaciente en general. El Perú ha estado siempre en estos últimos años 
buscando un equilibrio entre el ALBA y la Alianza Pacífico.  
 
Todo esto para decirte que me da la impresión que luego de esas intervenciones iniciales en le caso 
de solidaridad con Correa y con Evo, después ha sido mucho mas difícil tener una actitud conjunta. 
Después yo recuerdo que yo estaba como director de América del Sur, entonces tenía cierta 
proximidad con estos temas y las reuniones de UNASUR eran terriblemente difíciles, cualquier 
comunicado que debía emitir era sumamente difícil en ese momento por estas diferencias 
ideológicas que existían en el interior.   
 
Quizás, mi intervención inicial cuando te comenté la inoperancia de UNASUR obedece a esas 
experiencias ya de los años 2010 en adelante, cuando el mecanismo perdió su novedad. La Alianza 
Pacífico como bloque nace después del 2010 (28 de Abril de 2011) comienza con la invitación de 
Alan García a formarla y se consolida ya con el nuevo gobierno, pasando a ser un actor importante 
solamente en la segunda década del siglo XX. Todo esto son aproximaciones, son ideas que se me 
están ocurriendo en este momento pero sería interesante que profundices, pero la Alianza Pacífico 
nunca ha dado un comunicado de política externa común, pero es claro que al interior de UNASUR 
se ha producido una mayor inteligencia entre los países que la conforman de América del Sur, 
Chile, Colombia y Perú, han reflejado una cierta propensión a actuar conjuntamente, lo cual ha 
generado muchas críticas de Evo y compañía.  
 
S: Estas reuniones a las que hace referencia que eran tan difíciles de llevar. Por ejemplo, me 
preguntaba si es que esa reacción era igual por ejemplo si es que la convocaba Venezuela, o si es 
que era Evo Morales.  
 
I: Bueno, reuniones o coordinaciones simplemente, un comunicado, consultar textos. Mi 
experiencia es básicamente de cuando el Perú era el coordinador de las reuniones, no he estado en 
otros periodos. Y después del Perú asumió un país chiquito que no recuerdo si fue Surinam o 
Guyana en el 2012 o 2013, entonces el Perú apoyó con un poco de consultoría, no recuerdo que país 
fue en el 2014 o 2015. Pero tienes razón, las coordinaciones tienen siempre una cierta influencia, 
con sus límites naturales. El Perú en ese momento era el mas equilibrado en el sentido de tener 
mayor cercanía ideológica con la Alianza Pacífico, pero no olvides que las orientaciones iniciales 
del presidente Humala eran mas cercanas a una sensibilidad de izquierda y lo que es importante 
es como eso no influyó de manera definitiva en la política exterior, pero es importante señalar que 
hubo una parte importante de la diplomacia profesional peruana que fue dejada de lado con cierto 
grado de independencia y discrecionalidad para manejar el cotidiano y asegurarse que los intereses 
de la política exterior no se viesen afectados.  
 
S: Entonces se podría decir tal vez que en la región el rol de la diplomacia presidencial no llega a 
ser tan relevante?  
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I: Depende de los casos. No llega a ser muy claro.   
 
S: Para resolver el conflicto entre estados por ejemplo.  
 
I: Lo que pienso es que las posibilidades de conflicto se presentan cuando las decisiones están 
concentradas en el líder, hay mucho de show off en presidentes como Chávez, Uribe o Evo. En el 
caso de Evo con García ellos tuvieron una relación desastrosa en la mayor parte del tiempo, donde 
frecuentaban los insultos, Chávez también insultó a García. Toledo cuando Chávez fue casi 
defenestrado el año 2002 creo que fue, cuando por unas horas estuvo fuera del poder en el golpe de 
estado y luego regresó, en esas horas en que Chávez había renunciado Toledo comentó que no era 
santo de su devoción. Finalmente, pese a los caracteres, hay normalmente una actitud racional de 
jefe de estado que debe prevalecer.  
 
Por ejemplo en el caso Evo Morales cuando la relación estaba en un punto muy complicado, y el 
Perú estaba embarcado en el proceso ante la Corte Internacional de Justicia con Chile, y no 
necesitaba  tener mas enemigos en la región, entonces García con su canciller García Belaúnde 
tuvieron la inteligencia de enviar como su embajador a Bolivia a Manuel Rodríguez Cuadros, con 
una visión política muy fuerte y se firmaron los acuerdos complementarios de los acuerdos de Ilo 
del año 1992 que después tuvieron muchos avatares que continúan en el Congreso porque en 
realidad se negociaron muy rápido, porque el interés era sacarlos del caso entre Perú y Chile, pero 
tenían una serie de imperfecciones técnicas que no eran aceptables en el Congreso, como el hecho 
de hacer maniobras conjuntas con la armada chilena, todo eso finalmente se reorientó en un proceso 
de negociación nuevamente hasta que llegó un texto que podía ser aprobado, pero ya se pasó un 
poco el tiempo y no creo que lo apruebe este congreso. Pero bueno, todo esto para decirte que en el 
contexto que García se haya dicho la vela verde con Evo, en la época de García se firmó un acuerdo, 
todavía no aprobado por el Congreso, que volvió a plantear las relaciones de Perú y Bolivia en un 
alto nivel.  
 
S: Es tal vez un tema cultural el tema que los presidentes tengan que como que buscar eco o es 
parte del proceso de formalización que existe en la región? 
 
I: Yo pienso que no es solo cultural, es universal, mucho de la relación bilateral está marcada por 
las actitudes de los líderes entre ellos. La Constitución europea se ha basado mucho en el grado de 
empatía que pueda haber y avanzado a los ritmos que puedan existir sobre todo entre los 
presidentes o gobernantes de Francia y Alemania, hicieron avanzar mucho la Unión Europea y 
después, un poco que entre Merkel y Sarkozy al inicio se trababan las relaciones.  
 
Ahora el caudillismo en América Latina tiene una larga tradición nutrida no porque haya más 
tentaciones caudillistas de un presidente en Francia que en el Perú, sino porque al no tener 
contrapesos formales e institucionales importante se nota más, pero al mismo tiempo hay que 
distinguir entre las diplomacias más profesionales en el continente. En el caso del Perú, hay una 
suerte de desbalance con las intensiones del presidente, me parece que eso ha sido muy claro en 
los últimos periodos, a veces implica una cierta resistencia a seguir líneas que no necesariamente 
coinciden con lo que tradicionalmente hemos pensado los profesionales.  
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Hay casi un proceso casi de negociación cotidiana, cuando no existe esa disposición en el caso de 
Bolivia y Ecuador, ahí la figura política evidentemente es omnipotente, entonces ese es otro factor 
a tomar en cuenta para ver a América Latina como la imagen de caudillos absolutos y otros que 
no. En el Perú los gobernantes desde hace mucho tiempo han perdido una buena parte de su poder, 
entonces si habría que hacer una distinción y no hacer un saco en todo América del Sur.  
 
S: Y volviendo a América del Sur, considera que los organismos regionales tienen un rol activo en 
el manejo o resolución de estas disputas?  
 
I: Qué organismos regionales? Hay esos casos que has citado como el de UNASUR porque fue 
creado como un organismo de concertación política. Históricamente, uno de los primeros 
organismos regionales de concertación regional ha sido la Comunidad Andina, en los años 78, 79 
sobre todo, lo que era un pacto comercial, se volvió un pacto político y tuvo una destacada actuación 
política en la resolución del conflicto de Nicaragua, parte de la legitimación del frente Sandinista 
de la época, pasó porque con la Comunidad Andina se declaró el estado de beligerancia, lo que le 
daba legitimidad al frente Sandinista frente al gobierno nicaragüense, y eso internacionalmente 
tuvo un efecto importante. Y tuvieron dos o tres decisiones, no del mismo nivel, y también se 
pronunciaron tajantemente contra el golpe de estado, contra la presidenta de “Bolivia” de la época, 
eso fue en el año “69”, fue el momento culminante, quizás, de la Comunidad Andina, de ahí fue ya 
mucho mas difícil armar prácticas comunes y sobre todo que sufrió de políticas comerciales 
distintas que impidieron que la Comunidad Andina fuera mas eficaz. Fue en realidad el precursor.  
 
De MERCOSUR no guardo mucho recuerdo de haber tenido actitudes políticas, pero han tenido 
algunas como la que hizo Argentina en el caso de Las Malvinas por los problemas con Gran 
Bretaña, pero más allá de eso, no.  
 
Lo que fue importante en su momento en la región, fue todo el proceso de Contadora y en ese caso 
no se si lo recuerdas hubo este proceso que eran México, Colombia, Panamá y Costa Rica, eran 
centroamericanos más México. Después aprovechando el proceso de transmisión de mando en el 
Perú del año 85, porque el proceso de democratización en América Latina se inicia en los 80´s, 
primero fue Ecuador, luego Perú en el año 80 y luego Brasil, Argentina en el año 83, 84, Uruguay 
un poquito antes, y, entonces cuando llega la transmisión de mando en el año 85 del presidente 
García, ya parte de todo el continente se había democratizado, y entonces las grandes democracias 
sudamericanas que habían estado ausentes en el proceso de la Contadora se suman en lo que se 
llamó el Grupo de Apoyo a Contadora, que eran Argentina, Brasil, Uruguay y el Perú, entonces 
estaban los cuatro países iniciales y eso constituye lo que después de convertiría en el Grupo de 
Rio que integra a todas las democracias cuando se suman Bolivia, Ecuador, y esa es la base de lo 
que deviene en el CELAC, eso si era un mecanismo de concertación netamente política, no tenía 
una función económica, comercial.  
 
El CELAC se proyecta en otro momento histórico y con una actitud desafiante frente a la OEA, 
coincidiendo con el caudillismo de Chávez sobre todo. El CELAC no ha tenido  una función 
integracionista económica ni comercial, ya en otro momento histórico el CELAC se presenta como 
una actitud desafiante frente a la OEA.  
 
UNASUR pienso que es una creación de Brasil para evitar que México se meta en la región. 
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Entonces, el proceso de Contadora nos lleva hasta Esquipulas que es un Acuerdo de Paz, que fue 
una acción importante de la diplomacia, de mecanismos pacíficos. 
 
S: El proceso del grupo Contadora, el grupo de apoyo a Contadora y posteriormente el Grupo de 
Rio son exitosos en Centroamérica. Pero por ejemplo, teniendo en cuenta que en los 1990s, cuando 
vuelve a estallar el conflicto entre Perú y Ecuador; el Grupo de Rio existía, pero no tiene un rol 
activo en dicho conflicto, o si?  
 
I: Ningún proceso puede funcionar con una imposición externa, el proceso de Contadora es 
importante pero contaba con la aceptación de los gobiernos, en el caso de Perú y Ecuador no era 
posible contar con la intervención ajena, uno porque tenía su mecanismo de concertación que eran 
los garantes, y los garantes nunca habían tratado de involucrarse mucho, para serte franco, solo 
en el año 60 cuando Ecuador insistía en revisar el Protocolo de Rio hubo una respuesta muy fuerte 
de  los garantes que decía que el Protocolo de Rio era un acuerdo ya aceptado que no se podía 
revisar, pero después Ecuador trataba de multilaterizar el conflicto cada vez que había una 
escaramuza. En el año 1981 fue el precedente mas importante el incidente “falso Paquisha” donde 
Ecuador intento llevar el tema a foros multilaterales apelando a Naciones Unidas y OEA. El Perú 
rechazaba cualquier intervención en un tema que estaba zanjado y que en todo caso tenía sus 
propios mecanismos que eran los garantes, entonces nunca hubo posibilidad de salir de él, por una 
cuestión de doctrina peruana y una posición muy férrea de la diplomacia peruana. 
 
Pero en el año 1995 por primera vez no hay una victoria militar concluyente, al contrario Ecuador 
fue a defender su posición en la famosa Tiwinza (área geográfica) y entonces hay una victoria 
diplomática que nunca ha sido muy reconocida. El Perú consigue que Ecuador salga  del territorio 
nacional sin haber vencido en el terreno militar, entonces la Declaración de Paz de Itamaraty, que 
cesa los enfrentamientos armados en febrero del año 1995, lo que hace es eso, ambos países 
concentran sus tropas fuera de la línea de lo que aceptábamos nosotros como frontera. Ahí se aceptó 
la formula de establecer un proceso de conversaciones (porque Perú no podía aceptar la palabra 
negociaciones) sobre los impases subsistentes, que implicaba todo lo que podía haber detrás, para 
el Perú era simplemente terminar la demarcación y para Ecuador era establecer la frontera, todo 
esto fue posible gracias a la acción mas activa de los garantes y ahí comienza el proceso de los 
acuerdos de paz que lleva unos tres años. Entonces no hubo intervención de ningún mecanismo 
regional en el caso Perú – Ecuador.  
 
S: Existe algún organismo en la región que sea más activo en la resolución de conflictos?  
 
I: Es periódico, la última acción destacada de la OEA es la aprobación de la Carta Democrática 
Interamericana pero que en la práctica no ha sido aplicada realmente porque no ha habido la 
voluntad política de los gobiernos de imponerle nada a nadie.  
 
S: Usted me estuvo hablando del proceso La Contadora y el Grupo Rio en el manejo de conflictos, 
pero también digamos que un rol lo pudo jugar la OEA, cree que la OEA tiene influencia en 
Sudamérica?    
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I: Bueno hay un tema problemático en la OEA que es Estados Unidos, genera muchas reacciones 
por un lado, y bueno el tema de Cuba fue un lastre muy pesado, el hecho que Cuba fuera expulsado 
de la OEA en el año 1960, entonces se puso en cuestión su equilibrio, su interés real de solucionar 
un problema o es que más bien estaba adscrito a lo que USA deseaba, pero esa es una discusión de 
los 60´s que en alguna medida hecha una larga sombra. Otro problema es que la OEA se hace una 
máquina institucional y burocrática sin demasiados tintes políticos; la OEA mantiene un consejo 
de seguridad que también responde a intereses particulares pero que también tiene una misión 
muy clara de salvaguardia de la paz y la seguridad. 
 
La OEA ha mostrado su capacidad importante en el desarrollo institucional sobre el mecanismo de 
Derechos Humanos, es lo más rescatable. Y el brazo armado de la OEA es el TIAR que estalló en 
todo su aparato cuando hubo el conflicto entre Argentina y el Reino Unido, antes de eso 
prácticamente no había sido utilizado. Hay que tener en cuenta que la OEA fue un producto de la 
Segunda Guerra Mundial, y el TIAR concretamente para garantizar la absoluta lealtad de los 
países latinoamericanos hacia los aliados, pero cuando hay justamente un aliado a USA que viene 
en guerra contra un latinoamericano, USA no tiene ninguna duda. Hay la idea de los países de 
crear un mecanismo de defensa, de hecho hay un mecanismo de coordinación de las fuerzas 
armadas. 
 
S: Qué hay del role de Brasil en relación al manejo de disputas en la región? Brasil ha sido garante 
para el caso de Perú – Ecuador, ha sido también activo en UNASUR para el tema de la disputa 
entre Ecuador - Colombia y Colombia – Venezuela. Cómo ve usted el rol de Brasil? 
 
I: Bueno es evidente que tiene un peso enorme en toda decisión latinoamericana pero es un peso 
económico, Brasil vio con pésimos ojos la llegada de la Alianza Pacífico como un mecanismo de 
integración, a pesar que se le invitó cordialmente a que participara. El peso de Brasil va a ser 
siempre importante en el continente, y ha sido importante cuando las posiciones de izquierda o 
centro izquierda eran más hegemónicas en América Latina, con la coincidencia del gobierno de 
Lula. Brasil busca siempre ser miembro del Consejo de Seguridad de Naciones Unidas, no sé si 
está en capacidad de hacerlo. Y está la diplomacia brasilera que también es importante, pero yo 
por ejemplo que Brasil pueda imponer algo al Perú, ni siquiera que pudiera influir.  
 
S: Se podría decir que todos los países de la región no ven de la misma forma a Brasil y viceversa?  
 
I: Eso depende del periodo histórico, pero es un factor a considerar siempre, desde que uno piensa 
en ganar apoyos, e indudablemente Brasil jugó un rol muy importante en el proceso entre Perú y 
Ecuador. Hay un momento anecdótico y significativo, en la etapa más complicada de las 
negociaciones de Perú con Ecuador, cuando los grupos técnicos iban a dar un fallo pero no 
vinculante, se habían inclinado en un 99% por el Perú, y eso crea una alerta en Ecuador, bajo ese 
marco hay una reunión presidencial en Brasil y entonces llega al fax de la prensa un memorándum 
donde le explican al presidente que pasa con este proceso, en vez de llegar al fax del presidente. Yo 
estaba en Ecuador en ese momento, y la reacción de Ecuador fue que se trataba de una maniobra, 
porque entienden que era imposible que Brasil cometiera un error semejante, entonces se ve como 
una maniobra de los brasileros para revelar como iban las negociaciones y acostumbrar a los 
ecuatorianos a aceptar decisiones dolorosas pero que van a garantizar la paz, y de hecho eso sirvió. 
En la realidad, efectivamente fue un error. Esto para graficar como en Ecuador la diplomacia 
brasilera era importante al punto de que pudiera aceptarse una posición que ya había sido abalada 
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de los garantes en el cual Brasil llevaba la voz cantante y si además Brasil lo había lanzado a la 
prensa de una manera sutil pues fíjate.  
 
S: Qué sería lo que vuelve exitoso el manejo de un conflicto en la región? 
 
I: Ningún conflicto se resuelve sin un acuerdo entre las partes, los riesgos y las ventajas van a 
ayudar a pulir las aristas y en facilitar la aproximación de las partes. El tema con Chile por ejemplo 
ahora se ha judicializado, pero es un proceso más o menos reciente. Es Nicaragua quien empezó la 
moda de judicializar. Entonces la intervención de un organismo externo es importante pero ningún 
conflicto se puede superar si las partes no están de acuerdo, nadie se quiere pelear con otro país. 
En el caso de Bolivia y Chile, periódicamente en la OEA se ha tratado el tema y ha habido algunos 
logros para Bolivia, pero eso ha pasado 2 meses en 50 años. No hay que ser pesimista en cuanto al 
rol que pueda tener un organismo regional pero si no hay voluntad entre las partes para la 
cooperación y diálogo; ahora, hay que considerar que si la disputa es sobre la territorialidad, la 
soberanía no puede ser cedida porque algún país o grupo de países hace presión sobre ti. 
 
S: Una de las cosas que encontré fue un banco de datos sobre disputas, en el que durante el periodo 
de 1990 y el 2010 ha habido 19 disputas en la región, de las cuales identificó las de Perú Ecuador, 
las principales son 8 entre Colombia - Venezuela, y luego existen 5 entre Ecuador y Colombia, y 
uno que me llamó mucho la atención fue uno entre Perú y Brasil en el año 2013, pero no mencionan 
el motivo de la disputa.  
 
I: Con Bolivia tenemos un temita pendiente que es territorial por unas islas que varían de curso; 
también hemos tenido problemas por la acción de los mineros informales; disputas entre vecinos 
en zonas fronterizas, pero con Brasil no tengo registro de que nos hayamos peleado. 
 
S: Y el caso de Colombia – Venezuela?  
 
I: Entre Colombia y Venezuela es casi una religión pelearse porque ellos no tienen un problema 
limítrofe. Aunque si hay un problema por la guerrilla interna que si es un conflicto pero en términos 
de la participación o no de en qué medida Venezuela es un refugio para las FARC y eso no es un 
tema territorial pero si de seguridad nacional importante. 
 
S: Más que un tema ideológico? 
 
I: El tema ideológico juega con el tema de los liderazgos respectivos. 
 
S: Considera que hay algún tema que no hayamos abordado en esta entrevista? 
 
I: Hemos abordado más de lo que yo esperaba. En realidad no, hemos hablado bastante.  
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S: Cree que alguno de los temas que hemos tocado debería ser tratado con más profundidad en el 
trabajo que estoy realizando? 
 
I: Me parece importante tu orientación a ampliar un poco el panorama, no tomar a América del 
Sur como un solo bolso. Incluso hoy en día cuando hablan de que Sudamérica le va mal, porque a 
Brasil le va mal, no? Y eso influye en la región, pero también es importante que Perú va a crecer 
4% este año y lo mismo pasa en todos los ámbitos, cuando uno habla de América del Sur, habla de 
Brasil, México y Argentina y bueno Venezuela por razones obvias en un caso más dramático, el 
caso más a la deriva, por eso creo que es importante en toda investigación demostrar que América 
del Sur no es solo una, tiene todas las posiciones del mundo y además eso también lleva a que 
algunas de las interpretaciones sobre los conflictos o diferendos pasan también por esas diferencias 
ideológicas y culturales.  
 
S: Algún consejo? 
 
I: No, me parece que estas bien orientada, más bien si es que me ocurre algún dato te aviso.          
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8.3 TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW NUMBER 2 
 
S: Susan Ortega Olortegui 
I: Interviewee 2, South American diplomat 
 
S: Algunos académicos consideran que Sudamérica es una región muy pacífica debido a que el siglo 
anterior hubo solo dos conflictos armados. Qué opinas al respecto? 
I: Si, bueno en los últimos 120 años hemos tenido la Guerra del Chaco, la de Las Malvinas, la de 
Ecuador con Perú y la del sur por “ultramar”, en realidad la única gran guerra fue la del Chaco, 
entonces sí, ciertamente es una región con escasos conflictos armados, lo que no quiere decir que 
no tengamos tensiones. Es interesante porque en el fondo tienes toda esta cosa declarativa de las 
autoridades que se dicen de todo cuando el país de al lado exacerba sentimientos nacionalistas, 
unos lo hacen de manera más evidente y otros ms sutil, pero luego baja la intensidad. 
Hay teóricos que han hecho un levantamiento estadístico sobre el premio que da la opinión pública 
al que escala el conflicto, yo en mi tesis hice una cierta asociación y cuando teníamos un episodio 
importante de crisis con el Perú que involucraran intereses reales del estado, si el presidente 
hablaba solo, podía haber una asociación con un índice de popularidad; pero cuando hablaba el 
presidente, la oposición, los políticos, se disminuía ese índice. Es un fenómeno bien interesante a 
observar y yo veo a algunos políticos chilenos que si lo han observado porque cuando hablan de 
temas vecinales cuando aparece la autoridad hablando inmediatamente lo marcan, así que a nivel 
de asesores eso está observado como un fenómeno. 
S: Respecto al factor del origen de los conflictos y algunos clasifican la posibilidad que sean de 
origen de límites, un desbordamiento del conflicto interno en territorio de países vecinos, un tema 
de ideologías, etnicidad o identidad, etc. Cuál considera que pueda ser el factor más determinante 
en estas tensiones sudamericanas? 
I: Yo creo que tenemos una historia de desconfianza muy larga, que tiene que ver con las 
debilidades que exhibían todas las repúblicas cuando se independizan, que tuvieron problemas 
comerciales, territoriales, e incluso hubieron conflictos de nacionalismo no resuelto, en donde 
existieron regiones que no tenían claro en qué mayoría iban a quedar, y en ese proceso hubo 
interferencia, te puedo hablar de Chile, Perú y Bolivia que yo he estudiado y hubo interferencia de 
política interna en todos con todos, estos sintieron violentada sus soberanías y esto contribuyó a ir 
creando una imagen del otro poco confiable y eso se ha mantenido a la través de la construcción de 
los discursos nacionalistas unificadores de los estados en Latinoamérica. Esas desconfianzas son 
reactivadas por los procesos, las crisis episódicas, la manipulación del nacionalismo como políticos 
y fuerzas armadas. Hoy el tema territorial puede ser el desencadenante pero la causa última tiene 
que ver con esta percepción de la imagen del otro.  
S: Cual consideras que vendría a ser el mecanismo más empleado por los países sudamericanos 
para la resolución de estos conflictos?  
I: Yo diría que ha sido la ocurrencia de una interdependencia que ha estado centrada en lo 
económico pero más importante que eso, en la movilidad poblacional, o sea en la medida en que la 
gente se conoce, las desconfianzas se rompen. Los que piensan que los negocios hacen olvidar los 
problemas, que ha sido la adición que ha sido tildada de fenicia en Chile, yo creo que la experiencia 
ha demostrado que no funciona, las desconfianzas no se superan con buenos negocios, eso te hace 
aumentar la dependencia pero mantiene la desconfianza. Evita problemas porque obviamente a la 
hora de tomar decisiones las consideraciones económicas en estos países son las que mandan, pero 
no se ha implementado un mecanismo desde arriba, sino que se ha dado por otros factores.  
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Yo creo que los esfuerzos por arriba, la conformación de conglomerados ha permitido resolver los 
conflictos que han escalado, después del 90, podría ser el grupo que se formó después de la guerra 
del Cenepa; o podría ser el grupo que se formó creo en el 2008 cuando hubo una crisis de Evo 
Morales que se salió de UNASUR, ahí también hay un episodio; Honduras los últimos años puede 
ser; pero ha sido para la resolución de conflictos, ya desbocado, pero en la causa en la causa del 
conflicto lo que ha permitido ir disminuyendo es la conflictividad viene a ser el desplazamiento 
poblacional. Nosotros en Chile tenemos la experiencia con Argentina que en 20 años la percepción 
que teníamos de los argentinos cambió gracias a la crisis económica de Argentina fueron decenas 
de miles de argentinos a Santiago se hicieron amigos y se acabaron las desconfianzas per se, 
nacionalistas. Así, la percepción que tiene el chileno del tacneño es distinta a la que tiene el limeño, 
y no solo porque lo necesite económicamente, sino porque convive con la persona y genera vínculo.  
Hasta los años 50 y principios de los 60 hubieron movimientos de integración entre chilenos y 
argentinos que eran espontáneos que eran de la sociedad civil, de ciclistas, automovilistas, etc. 
Pero eso se interrumpió con la dictadura porque entró a primar las cuestiones de seguridad social 
y las desconfianzas. Pero bueno, yo te estaba hablando del fenómeno de base, tú estás más enfocada 
al manejo y resolución del problema.  
S: Cuando escala, en todo caso, qué mecanismo vendría a ser el que más se suele apreciar? 
Bilateral, multilateral, una mezcla?  
I: Es que el conflicto difícilmente va a escalar más de lo que escala, yo creo que ninguna persona 
razonable en ningún país latinoamericano puede pensar que una guerra es la solución a un 
problema, entonces el conflicto no es más que eso, es un conflicto en el que se dicen cosas y 
terminaron de decírselas y ahí quedó. Los conflictos hoy en día son muy distintos, ha habido un 
cambio de mentalidad en la sociedad civil y la forma de actuar de las autoridades tiene que ver con 
ese cambio de la gente.  
Ahora, en los mecanismos propiamente dichos, yo creo que el surgimiento de la conformación de 
esto, llámalo sociedad más liberal, ha permitido la conformación de instancias que te generan 
nuevas alternativas para manejar estas tensiones. Los organismos internacionales te sirven de 
tribuna, lo vemos en las declaraciones en la OEA, Naciones Unidas, Fidel Castro por ejemplo habló 
6 o 7 horas porque no tenía otra tribuna donde lo fueran a escuchar y la conformación de 
instituciones internacionales en las cuales los estados hacen una determinada sesión de soberanía 
específica que genera la creación de una burocracia y esa burocracia empieza a hacer una 
interpretación de su mandato y ahí tú te encuentras con que de repente los estados no se acomodan 
con lo que quiere hacer la institución, que es un poco lo que se vio últimamente en la Corte Penal, 
donde Kenia no entendía que lo que había firmado era otra cosa y no lo que le estaban aplicando, 
entonces esto genera una instancia donde los países pequeños disponen de este arsenal para las 
crisis que antes no tenían, ahí tienen una tribuna, pueden poner una demanda o no ponerla y 
negociar con eso, que es lo que nosotros sentimos que hizo Ecuador en el caso Perú, en el fondo yo 
no voy pero arreglemos lo de Guayaquil.  
Es una visión que se puede tener del tema, tu puedes demandar, amagar con no demandar, 
negociar con no ser parte de una demanda no establecida, entonces es un escenario nuevo, en el 
que América Latina está involucrada y si tu das la definición de resolución de controversias pues 
está definida en las Naciones Unidas reconocida internacionalmente que parte con los buenos 
oficios y va escalando, esto es distinto y no existía hace 30 años, Latinoamérica hasta el 90 no fue 
parte de esto o no ha sabido usarlo. Entonces yo creo que los organismos internacionales tienen un 
rol nuevo en la solución de controversias y sobre todo los países pequeños son los que acuden a 
éstos, porque ahí es donde tienen alguna posibilidad, porque en el sistema global donde imperan 
las dimensiones de poder no las tienen, o sea en la marcha no hubiera podido haber demandado a 
nadie.  
S: Corrígeme si no te he entendido bien; podríamos decir que si bien desde los 90 los países 
sudamericanos recién han explorado estos mecanismos, que son los organismos regionales 
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principalmente, más bien como una plataforma, usando estas herramientas no para propósitos 
para los que fueron creados sino usándolo más bien para sus propios intereses? 
I: Yo te diría que más bien, que los organismos internacionales no tienen un diseño que les permita 
interferir mucho salvo que haya el consenso, y cuando han podido lo han hecho antes del 90, el 
Grupo la Contadora yo creo que era previo, pero esta es una vertiente, la clásica era la que permitía 
el sistema que había y la que es el sistema que hay hoy, hay un abanico más amplio de 
instituciones, y el otro que es el sistema internacional que se empieza a desarrollar en los 70 y se 
desboca después de la caída del muro de Berlín y después cambian ya las instituciones con la 
globalización y ahí entra este sistema que no es sólo para Latinoamérica, entra África. Hay países 
pequeños que concentran su esfuerzo en este tipo de decisiones porque es donde tienen espacio.   
S: Por qué consideras que ese ciclo de los 90 comienza a ser una diferencia en la región? Juega un 
rol tan importante el tema del regreso a la democracia para usar estos mecanismos internacionales 
o es también el contexto internacional de la Guerra Fría?  
I: Es una combinación porque obviamente después de los 90 los países latinoamericanos primero 
tenían que resolver sus problemas internos como demandas sociales y todo lo que había provocado 
la pobreza crónica; una vez resuelto esto te ponías a ver qué pasaba con tus límites, con el vecino y 
empezó el desarrollo del modelo económico liberal de libre mercado y los países empezaron a 
exportar y a preocuparse por donde pasaban sus productos, el mundo siempre va cambiando. 
Entonces la teorización que hay respecto a la globalización es totalmente real, pero a nosotros a 
demás nos coincide porque además fue distinta la globalización que a Holanda que ya funcionaba 
como pais de alguna manera y de repente el mundo cambió y nosotros que funcionábamos de una 
manera distinta y de repente cambió.  
La visión que había de los temas de frontera en los años 70 era una visión absolutamente realista, 
o sea la solución era una guerra, hay un grupo de países que están convencidos de eso.  
S: Y qué teoría sería en todo caso la más aplicable a la región si ya no suena realista? 
I: Es una interdependencia compleja, se ven situaciones como el caso Bolivia que Evo Morales que 
ataca el capitalismo pero igual vende el gas entonces tu no lo puedes evitar, necesitas comer, en la 
bolsa tiene que circular dinero en el país. Las ideologías en relaciones internacionales corren poco, 
son más bien convocantes a nivel interno pero no generan en estos momentos, es un referente nada 
más, o sea no tienes una mejor relación con el país de al lado porque tu presidente sea del mismo 
partido político. Yo creo que es una interdependencia compleja y en el caso de Chile y Perú, en el 
crecimiento del foco de las inversiones es un buen ejemplo de cómo se va dando una integración. 
Con Bolivia, en el caso de Chile, es más complicado porque nuestra frontera con Bolivia es más 
lejana, no tenemos un Tacna al lado, no tenemos ese elemento que al final termina pesando, ahí 
hay una determinante geográfica también importante. 
Ahora, hay otra escuela que es más compleja de entender en su lenguaje, donde hay algunos 
teóricos de raíces marxistas, hay que ver la densidad de lo que escriben, pero que también tiene 
unos elementos que yo creo que son valiosos. Básicamente ellos establecen que el estado y sus 
actores están con todas sus características en revisión y construcción permanente, el estado no es 
unívoco, no es una entelequia, es cambiante.  
S: Volviendo al rol de los organismos regionales, considera que hay alguno que se pueda decir que 
es el más exitoso? Si ocurre una tensión, los estados necesitan esa tribuna, cuál es esa tribuna más 
exitosa?  
I: Bueno, siempre ha sido la OEA, pero en el 2008 fue UNASUR, porque las otras no te dan ese 
espacio, son foros con otras características. Pero esta es una situación que yo creo que va a ir 
evolucionando de manera lenta. Nosotros nunca tuvimos un modelo sudamericano de integración 
y Brasil nunca asumió un rol de liderazgo en eso. Con el Grupo de Rio y CELAC hubo algo de eso, 
pero no sé dónde va a terminar esto, creo que estaría bien que tuviera un proceso, pero empiezan 
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a operar las desconfianzas de nuevo porque por ejemplo si Brasil no está en una estratégica en 
Latinoamérica es difícil que prospere, pero si empiezan las desconfianzas vuelves a lo mismo.  
S: Si el organismo regional puede brindar confianza o no, es que se puede decir si es exitoso o no? 
I: No, yo creo que los organismos regionales en Latinoamérica no son exitosos en términos de 
confianza, lo que pasa es que sabemos que tienen limitaciones, o sea, no hay una crítica a la OEA. 
La gente entendida asume que si hay un organismo de ciertas características y que se mueve dentro 
de ese rango de maniobra que tiene. Podrá tener problemas administrativos, presupuestarios, pero 
eso va por otro lado, pero en cuanto su función si cumple el mandato. 
Tenemos otros organismos como el del Tribunal de Líbano, estuve revisando los índices de apoyo 
que tienen en la opinión pública de su país y son bajísimos, el que no piensa que lo creó Israel 
piensa que lo creó USA, o sea es terrible cuando tú piensas en un organismo que está en un país 
que no le cree. Yo no veo a los referentes latinoamericanos con un problema de confianza en la 
población, yo creo que eso es un tema del mandato que tienen, de la normativa y los alcances; los 
estados latinoamericanos siempre han sido muy celosos de hacer sesión de soberanía, eso es 
histórico, tuvieron los congresos panamericanos, todos esos que se hicieron siempre la sesión era 
acotadísima y a veces los delegados iban a firmar y después en sus países no lo ratificaban,  
S: Cree que el rol de los presidentes existe esa tendencia de llamar a la diplomacia presidencial, 
por ejemplo juega un rol imprescindible en el manejo de las tensiones en la región o es la propia 
estructura que le dan los estados a estos organismos regionales, lo que la hace autosuficiente para 
manejar y decrecer de funciones?  
I: Yo creo que el rol de las cancillerías es bastante menor de lo que se piensa, incluso no se cual es 
la situación de Itamaraty en este momento, me inclinaría a pensar que no es la que fue hace un 
tiempo. Si, los presidentes tienen un rol muy importante tanto en escalar como desescalar las crisis 
porque ellos mismos las escalan y las neutralizan después, esa es la práctica, yo creo que si uno 
pudiera sistematizar las crisis, son todas así; y a veces es el presidente en solitario el que la escala 
teniendo muy buenos efectos en los resultados de popularidad y todo su aparato se cuida en no 
intervenir porque solo habla el jefe.   
S: Como por ejemplo? Algún caso en particular? 
I: Un caso concreto sin ir muy lejos, cuando Bolivia presenta la demanda contra Chile en La Haya, 
el que habla es Evo Morales allá, no habla el agente acá en La Haya, en términos de difusión y yo 
creo que una forma mucho más marcada fue lo de Chile y Perú porque siempre Alan García tenía 
un micrófono, ellos si opinaban, el peso de la máquina mediática es muy fuerte y eso no es casual.  
En mi tesis yo hice un seguimiento de lo que había sido el manejo comunicacional de Piñera 
candidato y también podían encontrarse algunos elementos de eso, de que cuando la presidencia 
tocaba el tema en Perú, él (Piñera) aparecía inmediatamente. Esto es muy fácil de observarlo, cada 
vez que hay un evento así, si rinde comunicacionalmente vas a ver que se inhibe el ministro y habla 
el presidente, eso en general funciona así. Es casi una dinámica habitual en Latinoamérica.   
S: Se me viene a la mente la disputa entre Ecuador y Colombia en el 2008 así como la disputa entre 
Colombia y Venezuela en el 2010. Algo que me llamó la atención fue el uso de la OEA como esta 
tribuna, pero también están los factores del tiempo. Consideras que algunos tardan en utilizar 
estas tribunas o suelen convocarlas cuando algo sucede de forma inmediata para tener mayor 
impacto? Cuál es el mecanismo de tribuna que suelen usar para tener mayor impacto? 
I: Yo creo que siempre están mirando lo que es externo, primero se anuncia el recurso de ir a la 
OEA o a UNASUR y después se decide si se va o no se va. Tu para ir a la OEA tomas el teléfono, 
pero necesitas el apoyo de los demás y los países normalmente no se embarcan en estas cosas, 
evalúan los pro y los contras, piden opiniones y salvo que haya un tema ideológico muy fuerte, no 
van al choque con otro país, sino que tratan de buscar una solución que sea de consenso, entonces 
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los tiempos en realidad son decisiones políticas, no es que se demoraron, sino que decidieron hacerlo 
después o no hacerlo. Es parte del arsenal, como lo vas dosificando pero siempre teniendo en cuenta 
la opinión pública, cuyo peso es muy fuerte en América Latina. 
S: Esos discursos si bien son enfocados hacia adentro, cree que pueda o no jugar un rol como el que 
tiene USA o Brasil en la región o para nada? 
I: No, Brasil ha tenido una política absolutamente realista desde antes de ser república 
independiente, así que no, Brasil sabe perfectamente lo que hace, no deja de ser práctico en sus 
decisiones, tiene una policía bastante inteligente. No tiene los errores que se pueden encontrar en 
las políticas de otros países latinoamericanos.  
En cuanto a USA, ellos hacen su negocio, pero no, ellos evitan complicarse porque finalmente 
manejan horizontes de largo plazo y saben que los problemas que no se resuelven solos igual se 
resolverán o llegan a un equilibro. Se mantiene un estatus quo general.  
S: Considera que hay algún tema que no haya abordado en esta entrevista y que yo debería 
profundizar más? 
I: No tengo idea de cómo estás estructurando tu trabajo, si lo vas a hacer los mecanismos de 
solución de controversias normalmente contemplados, pasar de ahí a la práctica regional yo creo 
que se hace necesario hacer una caracterización de la región, porque los cambios que no solo los 
factores estructurales que tiene, que yo considero que son tan o más importantes que los temas 
fronterizos es el tema de la confianza, porque finalmente las fronteras no te mueven el problema y 
las desconfianzas sí. Y los cambios que ha habido desde los 90 que te aumentan el arsenal de 
resolución de conflictos.  
Hay situaciones como las que nos plantea Bolivia a nosotros los chilenos o como en su momento 
nos planteó Perú en el cual un país dice yo no tengo un conflicto y el otro dice lo contrario, entonces 
hay una conflictividad que si bien no está reconocida por una de las partes, para la otra si es un 
tema. Entonces, ese tipo de situaciones, que se pueden dar muchas veces, cuentan hoy en dia con 
un arsenal nuevo, porque antes un país en la medida que planteaba un problema y el otro no lo 
reconocía, si el otro país era mas grande se acababa la discusión, en cambio hoy en día si tienes esa 
alternativa que es mas completa en el corto plazo, pero que tal vez es mejor en el largo plazo porque 
te resuelve el problema de alguna manera y la gente vive con eso. Entonces en el mediano plazo 
estos mecanismos están reduciendo la conflictividad, pero mientras persista algún foco de 
conflictividad y la desconfianza no van a poder solucionar el tema, porque además después vienen 
otros problemas, están los temas limítrofes y vienen los problemas de tránsito, los comerciales y si 
no está la confianza generalizada siempre va a ser fácil convocar el sentimiento nacionalista que 
es movilizante, convocador, por eso yo creo que el problema básico está al nivel de las desconfianzas. 
S: De forma homogénea?  
I: Si, todos tienen una visión terrible del vecino en Latinoamérica. 
S: Le gustaría hacerme una pregunta? 
I: Nosotros tenemos una serie de elementos comunes en Latinoamérica y no hemos sido capaces de 
construir nada hasta acá, es el mayor desastre que podamos tener; entonces Europa llegó a 
solucionar el problema y siempre se pone como modelo, pero tuvieron una guerra donde se mataron 
que quedaron pobres y estuvieron forzados a llegar aun acuerdo y además tenían un modus vivendi, 
y una elite de empresarios que estaba habituada a hacer negocios muy grandes.  
Latinoamérica funciona todo lo contrario a eso, nos ha costado mucho siquiera definir un modelo. 
Hay algunos que dicen que Brasil no ha querido asumir un rol de liderazgo en esto precisamente 
para no generar desconfianzas. En los 50 hubo una teoría autonomista en Brasil que algunos las 
rescatan y las valorizan, entonces también es complicado porque algo hay de eso. No hemos logrado 
armar un modelo y este sistema internacional donde los países pequeños nos sumamos 
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alegremente con el discurso de que somos pequeños y por lo tanto nos conviene que haya un marco 
regulatorio, que hayan instituciones, en el fondo es un raciocinio que es válido hasta cierto punto 
porque ese raciocinio parte de un supuesto realista de que el país de al lado te va a invadir, te va a 
quitar algo y eso yo no lo veo factible hoy en Latinoamérica, no veo a nadie movilizando tropas para 
amedrentar al vecino. No hemos asumido que el mundo cambió y seguimos con un discurso fundado 
en eso, estamos con una capacidad de reacción muy baja, entonces no terminamos generando los 
rangos de autonomía que podríamos tener y muchas veces no entendemos como funcionan estos 
mecanismos.  
Esto que estamos hablando ahora de cómo pueden tener un rol y en la práctica lo tienen en los 
mecanismos de solución de controversias es una cosa que algunos están tratando de entender, esto 
ya debería estar incorporado en la matriz de los mecanismos de solución de controversias sobre 
todo para los países pequeños, claro, a lo mejor hay uno que se rehúsa a venir a la Corte 
Internacional de Justicia o que salió el Pacto de Bogotá, ese es un punto aparte, el caso Colombia, 
pero en general la tendencia es esa.  
Yo creo que es un tema bastante interesante porque es una descripción de mecanismos que fue 
hecha desde una óptica realista y la interdependencia cambió esa óptica, dio las condiciones 
fundamentales, entonces lo que tenemos ahora es otro escenario que está en evolución y donde te 
empiezan a salir casos todo el tiempo y estando aquí en La Haya tu los puedes ver. Por lo menos a 
mi no me ha tocado vivirlo y estando acá y observando he ido sacando algunas conclusiones. No se 
si hay un vínculo interesante entre la teoría y los diplomáticos, si bien nosotros hacemos la práctica 
muchas veces con poca base teórica porque no nos queda tiempo para estar estudiando y 
manteniéndonos al día en el trabajo. Por otro lado la gente que estudia no tiene la práctica y las 
definiciones teóricas muchas veces son redonditas pero cuando te vas a la práctica te das cuenta 
que hasta la agenda personal del que está en la burocracia del organismo internacional influye en 
lo que pasa, una secretaría que quiere más recursos, que quiere más funcionarios, son 
organizaciones como todas, son burocracias, eso no se ha superado y en general los políticos no lo 
entienden o no les interesa, no quieren cuestionar un sistema en el que viven. Y cuando empezó a 
crecer el sistema internacional después de la Primera Guerra Mundial, un norteamericano escribió 
sobre esto, dijo que uno de los problemas que iba a tener esto es que iba a tener mucho trabajo, 
pero así es, esto da viáticos, da residencias en el exterior, condiciones de vida que muchos países 
en vías de desarrollo no las tienen, una serie de beneficios.  
  
 
 
